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Within  the  scope  of  the  study programme  of  the  Directorate 
General  of  Agriculture  monographs  have  been  prepared  concerning 
the  factors  influencing ownership,  tenancy,  mobility and  use  of 
farmland  in the  Member  States of  the  Community. 
The  present  report  deals  with  the  situation in  the  United  Kingdom 
and  has  been  prepared  by 
A.  HARRISON 
Department  of  Agricultural  Economics  and  Management 
University of  Reading 
with  contributions of 
Joanna  Abecassis  M.A. 
Department  of  Land  Economy, 
University of  Cambridge. 
Tim  Forse  M.A.,  Ph.D. 
Department  of  Land  Economy, 
University of  Cambridge. 
Alan  Harrison  M.A.,  M.Sc. 
Reader  in  Agricultural  Economics, 
University of  Reading. 
Berkeley Hill B.Zc.,  Ph.D. 
Lecturer  in Agricultural  Economics, 
Wye  College,  University of  London. 
Allen  Maunder  B.Sc. 
Acting  Director,  Institute of 
Agricultural  Economics, 
University of  Oxford. 
C.W.N.Miles  M.A.,  F.R.I.C.S. 
Professor of  Land  Management  & 
Development, 
University of  Reading. 
Richard  Tranter B.Sc. 
Research  Officer, 
Centre  for  Agricultural  Strategy, 
University of  Reading. Donald  Troup  F.R.I.C.S. 
Chartered  Surveyor, 
Porter & Cobb, 
Maidstone. 
The  divisions  "Reports,  studies, statistical  information, 
documentation"  and  "Elaboration of  common  structural measures" 
have  been  involved  in  the  study. 
* 
*  * 
This  study  does  not  necessarily reflect  the  views  of  the  Commission 
of  the  European  Communities  and  in  no  way  commits  the  Commission 
as  to its future  position  in this field. Preface 
This  study of the  ownership,  tenancy,  mobility 
and use  of farmland  in the United Kingdom  forms  part 
of a  Commission  sponsore~ programme  embracing all 
nine Member  States of the European Community.  It is 
the work  of eight different authors  in the UK  follow-
ing a  study plan developed  in the first instance by 
the writer and  subsequently expanded  as  a  result of 
fruitful discussions with staff of the European 
Co~ission in Brussels  and Professors Denis  Bergmann 
of Paris and Ernst Lipinsky of Bonn.  It owes  a  great 
deal tp  them  and  to the  comments  and  observations of 
the authors  of the other member  state reports and, 
over the final  stages of presentation,  to  the editorial 
assistance of my  Reading colleague Richard Tranter. 
Alan Harrison, 
Department  of Agricultural Economics  and Management, 
University of Reading, 
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216 FACTORS  INFLUENCING  OWNERSHIP,  TENANCY 
MOBILITY  AND  USE  OF  FARMLAND 
The United Kingdom 
I  •  INTRODUCTION 
I.A.  The  position of agriculture in the  UK  economy 
In the broadest  of terms,  UK  agriculture occupies  19 
million  ha  (79 per cent  of the total land  surface area), 
engages  2.7  per cent  of total manpower,  and  accounts  for  3.1 
per cent  of total gross  fixed  capital formation.  It contributes 
2.6 per cent  of the  country's Gross  Domestic  Product  (GDP)  and 
provides  just over half the nation's  food  supplies,  two-thirds 
if only temperate  products  are  considered  (MAFF,1979).  These 
aggregates  do little, however,  to reveal the  importance  of farm-
land in the  country's  economic  and  social fabric  and  the rele-
vance  of landownership to the  continuing processes  of change  in 
the  economy.  Nor  do  they  show  the  extent  to which  government 
activity .in  the  .form  of agricultural policy or measures  designed 
to  achieve  a  more  equitable distribution of income  and wealth 
impinge  on  landowning. 
Contribution' to GDP  and  proportion of employment 
For the purpose  of this study agriculture is determined 
as  stopping at the farm  gate.  Horticulture is included,  but  the 
activities of the veterinary and  farm  machinery sectors,  the 
food  processing and distribution system and  other  competing land 
uses  such as  forestry and  recreation activities are excluded. 
In terms  of its contribution to  GDP  and  to  the pattern of 
employment,  UK  agriculture has  been declining throughout  this 
century  {Table I.A.l).  The  period  immediately following World 
War II saw  a  temporary reversal in the long-term downward  trend 
in the contribution to GDP,  but  this has  since been more  than 
compensated.  However,  production has  not  fallen absolutely but 
has  risen for about  one  hundred years,  particularly during and-
shortly after World War  II.  Table I.A.2  shows  that within the 
last decade,  the  upward  trend has  continued  except  .for the dry 
conditions  of  1975  and the drought  of  1976.  It is estimated 
that the net  output  of UK  agriculture has  at least doubled  since 
1939,  and  part  of this extra output has  replaced  imports  (Kirk 
in Edwards  & Rogers,  1974).  The  growth in output  has  happened 
despite  a  decrease  in agricultural area of about  4  per cent  and 
in number  of  employees  of about  50  per cent.  However,  although 
productivity increases have  been exhibited by land and  labour 
when  looked at separately there has not necessarily been an 
improvement  in the overall productivity of resources  employed. 
Indeed it has  been suggested  (Hill & Ingersent,  1977)  that,  the Table  I.A.l 
A  ricultural Em  Gross  Domestic 
Product  in the  UK  selected 
1900 
1910 
1920 
1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 
1967~9 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
Percentage of UK  Gross 
Domestic  Product  origi-
nating in agriculture 
at current prices. 
7 
6 
6 
3 
4 
6 
4 
2.9 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.6 
Sources:  Hill & Ingersent,  1977  and  MAFF,  1979• 
Table I.A.2 
Agricultural 
Employment  as  a 
percentage of UK 
total employment 
8 
8 
7 
6 
n.a. 
5 
4 
3·3 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
Indices  of farming's  Net  Product  and of 
Gross  Product  per person  employed,  1967-1978 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
19751 
1976 
1977 
1978  (:forecast} 
Net  Product1at 
constant prices 
1975  =  100 
103 
100 
102 
101 
112 
1 1 1 
113 
114 
100 
91 
115 
122 
Labour  2  Productivity 
1975  = 100 
79 
80 
84 
87 
100 
100 
102 
107 
100 
91 
113 
117 
1Net  Product  =  value  added  by  landowners,  :farmers  and 
farmworkers  to the  goods  and  services  purchased·from 
outside the agricultural sector. 
2 Gross  Product per person engaged  in agriculture. 
3Years with drought  conditions. 
Sources:  MAFF,1978b  and  1979. 
2 Table  I.A.3 
Output  from  farms  in the UK:  in absolute 
terms  and  as  a  Yercentage  of total supply 
(selected years_ 
Wheat  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of supply 
Barley  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of supply 
Oats  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of supply 
All cereals  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of supply 
Potatoes  (•ooo  tonnes} 
Percentage  of supply for 
human  consumption derived 
from  home  crop 
Average 
1967-9 
3579 
(45%) 
8717 
( 102%) 
1305 
( 101%) 
13773 
(64%) 
Sugar  (•ooo  tonnes  refined  882  basis) 
Production as % of supply  (33%) 
Apples  (•ooo  tonnes)  338 
Output  as % of supply  (57%) 
Tomatoes  (•ooo  tonnes)  98 
Output  as % of supply  (30%) 
Beef and Veal  ( 1000  tonnes)  946 
Production as % of supply)  (79%) 
Mutton and  Lamb  (•ooo  tonnes)  244 
Production as % of supply  (42%) 
Pork  (•ooo  tonnes)  587 
Production as% of supply  (101%) 
Bacon  and Ham  (•ooo  tonnes)  220 
Production as % of supply)  (35%) 
Poultry meat  ( 1000  tonnes)  509 
Production as % of supply  (99%) 
Total meat  ( 1000  tonnes)  2506 
Production as % of supply  (71%) 
Liquid milk(M  litres)  11908 
Sales for liquid consumption  7517 
Proportion of total output 
for liquid consumption 
Butter  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of offtake 
Cheese  (•ooo  tonnes) 
Production as % of offtake 
Eggs  - total output  for  human 
consumption M  doz. 
and as %  of total 
supply 
(63%) 
50 
( 10%) 
122 
{44%) 
1222 
(99%) 
Sources:  MAFF,  1978b  and  1979. 
3 
1976 
4740 
(56%) 
7648 
(94%) 
764 
(94%) 
13263 
(62%) 
4789 
(75% 
695 
(29%) 
331 
(46%) 
128 
(41%) 
1069 
(89%) 
248 
(57%) 
584 
( 100%) 
222 
(47%) 
663 
{102%) 
2786 
(83% 
13819 
7760 
(56%) 
90 
{20%) 
204 
(61%) 
1149 
(100%) 
1977 
5274 
(59%) 
10531 
(96%) 
790 
(95%) 
16727 
(67%) 
6621 
(81%) 
949 
(37%) 
264 
(43%) 
123 
(3~) 
1032 
(86%) 
229 
(58%) 
650 
( 100%}' 
218 
(43%) 
678 
( 104%) 
2808 
(82%) 
14595 
7485 
(51%) 
134 
(32%) 
206 
{67%) 
1156 
Estimated 
1976-8 
(62%) 
( 104%) 
{96%) 
(70%) 
(82%) 
(35%) 
(49%) 
(41%) 
(87%) 
(59%) 
(99%) 
(43%) 
{ 103%) 
(82%) 
(52%) 
(30%) 
(65%) 
( 101%)  ( 101%) ratio of total output to total input has  remained  approximately 
constant,  or even declined slightly over the  1950s  and  1960s. 
However,  the generally accepted figure  for  the average  annual 
increase in productivity of the  industry over  the decade  or  so 
up  to  the mid-1970s  is  just below  two  per cent,  with the partial 
productivity measures  for  labour and  land being of the order of 
6  per cent and  3  per cent respectively  (Agriculture EDC,  1973). 
Currently the  UK  agricultural industry produces  rather 
more  than half of the nation's total supply of food  products. 
The  average  share of the total value  of all foods  consumed 
represented by home  production for  the years  1976  to  1978  is 
estimated  (provisionally)  at 53.9 per cent  and  is higher than 
for periods  in the  1950s  and  1960s  (50.9 per cent  for  1955-6  to 
1957-8  and  52.3  per cent  for  1966-7- 1968-9).  The  UK  produc-
tion of indigenous-type  foods  averaged  75.3 per cent  of 
consumption by value  over  1976-8.  Table.I.A.J  shows  that this 
share varies widely between  types  of products  and  some  changes 
have  occurred since Britain's entry into the  EEC,  the degree  of 
self-sufficiency having risen particularly with wheat,  most 
meats  and  milk products.  Of  the major  commodities  listed,  the 
UK  is self-sufficient,  or almost  so,  in barley,  oats,  pork, 
poultry-meat,  liquid milk and  eggs.  However,  the table does 
not  show  the  imports  of fertilizer,  machinery and  other inputs 
used  to produce  this level of output  which  a  wider view of 
'self-sufficiency'  would  embrace.  Taking into account net  trade 
in agricultural inputs  (i.e. feed,  seeds  and  livestock}  shows 
that  the degree  of UK  self-sufficiency,  taking all foods 
together and  ignoring fertilizers,  machinery,  and  other imports 
has  risen over  the period  1966-7  - 1968-9  to  1976-8  from  46.2 
per cent  to  54.7  per cent,  and self-sufficiency in indigenous 
type  foods  from  58.1  per cent  to 68.5 per cent.  Also,  between 
1970  and  1978  there was  a  rise of  150  per cent  in the exports  of 
food  from  the UK;  they accounted for  about  12  per cent  of home 
production in  1978  compared with  a  5  per cent  in  1970  (MAFF ~ 
Facts,  1979). 
Table I.A.4 gives  an  indication of the  commodity  mix  of 
UK  agriculture in terms  of the receipts  farmers  derived  from 
their products.  In  1977  some  7.3 per cent  of total output 
represented  intermediate  output  (feed and  seed}.  Government 
production grants  to  farmers  are  excluded  from  the  figures  for 
total output  although other government  supports  are  included 
inasmuch as  they  impinge  on  market  prices.  About  two-thirds  of 
the  output  comes  from  livestock and  livestock products  and  only 
one-third from  crops,  a  situation which  was  reversed  in the near-
siege  conditions  of World  War II.  The  largest single contributor 
is milk  and  milk products,  a  situation which reflects not  only 
the pattern of demand  by  consumers  and  the  comparative  advantage 
which  areas  of Britain possess  in producing milk  from  grass,  but 
also  the relative price stability afforded  by  the State-regulated 
collective milk marketing system.  It is estimated that  one-
third of the  cultivated land area  (Kirk  in Edwards  & Rogers, 
1974)  is used  to produce milk.  Since  the  early  1960s  the  sec-
tors  to  increase  in relative value  are cereals,  beef,  poultry-
meat  and vegetables,  while  eggs,  milk and  sheep-meat  have 
declined;  these  longer-term trends,  however,  are subject  to 
considerable  short-term variation. 
4 Within the range  of farming uses  of land,  grass  is predomi-
nant  in the UK  and  covers  almost  three-quarters  of the total 
farmed  area.  Just under  one half of grassland is rough grazing; 
there is relatively little of it in England but  in Scotland it 
accounts  :for  three-quarters  of the  farmed  area.  These  di.f'f'er-
ences  reflect climate  and  weather,  soil type  and  socio-economic 
:factors  which determine  the  type  of'  farming  in particular areas, 
and  result  in England  and  Wales  accounting for  the  overwhelming 
majority of the  UK  farming  (in terms  of standard  labour require-
ments).  For  1975  the :figures  were  as  :follows:-
Table  I.A.S 
Total  number  of  smds  :for UK  agriculture 
in  1975 
England  and  Wales 
Scotland 
Northern Ireland 
United Kingdom 
Source:  MAFF,  1978b 
million  smds 
150.7 
23.8 
11.7 
186.3 
per cent 
o:f  total 
80.9 
12.8 
6.3 
100.0 
It is evident  that  in considering landownership  and  tenure 
from  an agricultural product viewpoint,  emphasis  must  fall upon 
England  and Wales,  and,  in particular  on  the  lowland areas; 
nevertheless,  :from  environmental  and  other viewpoints  the 
balance would  be different. 
One  hundred years  ago  there were  about  one  million ha  o:f 
common  land  in England  and Wales  but  that has  since :fallen by 
almost  a  half.  Only  a  small part  o:f  that loss is the result 
o:f  legal  enclosure and  steps are  now  being taken to  ensure 
that existing commons  are  safeguarded  :for posterity,  properly 
managed  and  given wider public access.  Existing  common  rights 
are  extremely  confused but,  :following the Report  of'  the Royal 
Commission  on  Commons  in  1958  and  the  Commons  Registration Act 
in  1965,  a  detailed process  of'  investigation into and  settle-
ment  of disputes  regarding such rights has  been set in  motion. 
It is  expected  to  take at least ten years  to  complete. 
The  broad geographical  pattern of'  types  o:f  farming in the 
UK  is illustrated in Figure I.A.7.  The  map  categorises  farming 
into five broad  types  according to the relative importance  o:f 
enterprises  :found  on  them.  The  overall picture is of a  crop-
orientated,  arable east  and  a  livestock-dominated,  pastoral west 
in which  the  lowlands  are  characterised by dairy farms,  and  the 
uplands  by  extensive  sheep  and  cattle :farming.  However  farms 
everywhere  tend to have  a  number  of'  enterprises  and  so are  to 
be  termed  'mixed',  although specialisation has  been rising over 
the last quarter century as  production has  become  concentrated 
into fewer  but  increasingly larger units. The  central parts  o:f 
England,  :for  example,  contain mixed  :farming  systems  where  the 
balance between livestock enterprises  (principally dairying)  and 
5 Table J:.A.4 
Com12osition  of' total  out12ut  of'  UK  agriculture 
12I6  and  12:Z:Z 1  and  com12arisons  with two  earlier 
:eeriods 
Means 
1959-60- 1973-4  - 1976  1977  1961-62  1975-6 
~  ~  £M  ~  £M  ~ 
Farm  Cro;es  Cereals  10.2  14.1  715  12.1  802  12.4 
Potatoes  4.7  5.2  568  9.6  359  5.6 
Sugar beet  2.4  1.6  97  1.6  133  2.1 
Hops  0.8  1.2  1 1  0.2  10  0.2 
Other  56  0.9  61  0.9 
Horticultural 
Cro12s  Vegetables  5·5  6.7  376  6.4  454  7.0 
Fruit  2.9  2.1  110  1.  9  137  2.1 
Other  1.7  2.0  108  1.8  121  1.9 
All  crops  28.2  32.9  2040  34.6  2077  32.2 
Livestock  Cattle  13.9  16.7  995  16.9  1063  16.5 
Sheep  5·3  4.0  240  4.1  267  4.1 
Pigs  10.3  10.9  556  9.4  641  9.9 
Poultry  4.5  5·9  344  5.8  421  6.5 
Other  o.s  0.4  24  0.4  31  0.5 
Total  34.5  37·9  2159  36.6  2423  37-5  Livestock 
Livestock  Milk and milk 
Products  products  23.1  21 .1  1294  21.9  1485  23.2 
Eggs  10.9  6.9  342  5.8  391  6.1 
Clip wool  1 .1  o.s  24  o.4  30  o.s 
Other  10  0.2  10  0.2 
Total livestock 
:eroducts  35.1  28.5  1670  28.3  1917  29.7 
Sundry output  2.1  0.7  32  o.s  38  o.6 
Total output  100.0  100.0  5900  100.0  6455  100.0 
Sundry receipts 
and  production 
grants  158  146 
Changes  in volume 
of'  stocks  and 
work in progress  -88  +314 
Gross  OUtJ2Ut  5971  6915 
Sources:  MAFF,  1978b  and  1979. 
6 Table I.A.6 
Cereals: 
UK  Crop  areas at June  1976 
Wheat 
Barley 
Oats 
Mixed  Corn 
Rye 
Maize 
Total cereals 
'000  hectares 
1231 
2182 
235 
28 
8 
1 
3685 
Other farm  crops: 
Potatoes 
Sugar beet 
Oilseed rape 
Hops 
222 
206 
48 
6 
482 
Horticultural crops: 
Grass: 
Vegetables  grown  in the  open 
Orchard fruit 
Soft fruit 
Ornamentals 
Total horticulture 
206 
52 
17 
14 
289 
All grasses under  5  years  old  2154 
(Total arable  6975 
All  grasses  5  years  old and  over  5081 
Rough  grazing  6513 
All grass  13748 
Other land  419 
Total area  18987 
Source:  MAFF,1978b. 
7 
per  cent 
6.5 
11 ·5 
1 .2 
0.1 
o.o 
o.o 
19.4 
1 .2 
1 .1 
0.3 
o.o 
2.6 
1 .1 
0.3 
0.1 
0.1 
11 ·3 
36.7) 
26.8 
34.3 
72.4 
2.2 
100.0 Figure I.A.7 
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8 crops varies according to  economic  circumstances  and  local 
physical  conditions. 
The  pattern of farming is important,  not  only because it 
has  direct links with the  appearance  of the  countryside  and  the 
size and  location of the rurally-employed population,  but· also 
because  there are associations between farming  type,  farm  size 
and  tenure which  could be affected by fiscal legislation which 
discriminates  between  farms  of different sizes  and different 
tenurial arrangements. 
Agriculture in Northern Ireland 
For the purposes  of legislating and  administering agri-
cultural policy,  the  UK  is frequently treated in three parts  -
England  and Wales  (together),  Scotland,  and  Northern Ireland. 
Consequently many  statistics for  the  three regions  are published 
separately.  In particular,  Northern Ireland tends  to be  con-
sidered apart  from  Great Britain  (England,  Wales  and  Scotland 
together)  and  its agriculture has  characteristics which  make 
such  a  distinction convenient.  About  6  per cent  of the  UK  land 
area is situated in Northern Ireland;  of its total area of  1.4M 
ha  some  1.1M  are used  for agriculture and  contribute 6-7  per cent 
of the  UK  agricultural output.  However,  agriculture in Northern 
Ireland is relatively more  important  than in Great  Britain;  it 
generates  approximately  6  per cent  of the Gross  Domestic Product 
of the region (c.f. 2.6 per cent  for the whole  UK).  It also 
engages  a  higher proportion of the working population  (almost 
10  per cent),  has  a  unique  tenure pattern and  a  different size 
structure, all of which will be  referred to later. 
Food  production exceeds  local  demands  and  shipments  from 
Northern Ireland make  an  important  contribution to total UK 
supplies  of pigmeat,  beef,  eggs  and milk products.  Physical 
factors  of soil,  drainage  and  climate tend  to  favour  grassland 
rather than arable farming.  Cereal  and  root  crops  account  for 
less than  10  per cent  of the  crops  and  grassland area.  Dairying, 
beef production and  livestock rearing are  the most  important 
activities,  but  intensive livestock enterprises based  on pigs  or 
poultry have  traditionally been  important  subsidiary enterprises 
in the region,  mainly as  a  means  of increasing business  size on 
family  farms  with limited land area.  In recent years  economic 
pressures,  in particular those resulting from  increases  in feed 
prices,  have  led to  a  reduction in the  importance  of pig-meat 
and  egg production.  Farming  systems  are tending to become  more 
specialised and  the traditional mixed  farm  is now  less  in 
evidence  as  farmers  concentrate  on  two  or three main  enterprises. 
Labour  in UK  agriculture 
Labour  engaged  in agriculture represents  only 2.7  per cent 
of the total national work  force  although occupying almost  80 
per cent  of the national land surface.  The  typical  UK  farm 
business has  a  very small  labour force  in comparison with most 
other UK  businesses.  However,  since there are  so  many  farmers, 
relative to hired workers,  and  since they usually work manually 
also,  it is appropriate to consider farmers  and hired labour to-
gether for  many  purposes.  Table I.A.8  (MAFF,  1978a)shows  that, 
9 in 1977,  the  number  o£  farmers,  partners and directors,  togeth-
er with their spouses,  engaged in farm  work  was  almost  equal  to 
the number  of farm  workers.  If, in turn,  em~loyed family 
workers  are  separated from hired  (non-family)  workers,  then it 
can be  seen that no  less than 72.5 per cent  of the  farm  work 
force  are either farmers  or members  of their fami1ies. 
In 1976,  77.8 per cent  of all holdings  (to be  interpreted 
at present· as  farms)  employed  no  full-time hired workers  but 
most  of these  were  small.  Beyond  50  ha more  than half of the 
holdings had hired workers,  the percentage rising with holding 
size.  Over  three-quarters  (77.2  per cent)  of the total number 
of full-time hired workers  in England  and Wales  were  on holdings 
of more  than  50 ha and  11  per  cent  were  on holdings  of over  500 
ha  (MAFF,  1978a).  Just under half  (47.9  per cent)  of hired 
full-time workers  were  on holdings  employing four  or less full-
time  workers,  but  some  20.6 per cent were  in units of  15  or 
more  workers,  although they worked  on  only 2.2 per cent  of the 
total number  of holdings.  Most  employees,  therefore,  find 
themselves  in frequent  personal contact with their employers, 
are members  of small workforces  and  geographically dispersed  -
a  situation very different from  most  other UK  industries.  They 
also  enjoy significant  job interest and  independence  of action. 
The  combined  operation of the worker/farmer relationship and 
the  small  scale of employment  is thought  to  be  the major 
inhibitor of trade union bargaining power  in agriculture  (Newby, 
1972),  rather than the  scattered or remote  nature  of :the 
membership  per se.  Farm workers  are relatively poorly paid 
compared with workers  in the manufacturing industries.  In  1977 
the average weekly  earnings  of adult males  in agriculture 
represented  only 77  per cent  of corresponding earnings  in 
manufacturing,  although this was  a  few  percentage points higher 
than the  1950-70 norm  of about  70  per cent  and represented  a 
considerable  improvement  from  the  low point  of 67  per cent  in 
1972  (MAFF,  1978a).  The disparity between youths'  earnings  inside 
and  outside farming  since the war has  been noticeably less  than 
in the case of older workers  (Gasson in Edwards  & Rogers,  1974). 
During the  1960s,  there was  an  outflow of regular wholetime 
workers  of 5-6 per cent per annum  (slowing to 4.5 per cent  in 
1977  and  3  per cent  in 1978);  the drain of workers  in the  21  to 
45  age  group to  some  extent marks  the  exodus  of those  who  entered 
agriculture in search of economic  rewards  and  who  left when  faced 
with  a  deteriorating position vis-a-vis industrial workers.  A 
growing proportion of hired workers  live in tied houses  (34  per 
cent in 1948 rising to 52  per cent  in 1972)  which  tend to be 
situated not  in villages,  but  on  the  employer's  farm. 
In terms  of age  structure and  sex  composition farmer 
occupiers are very different  from  both farm  workers  and  from 
workers  in general.  In the  1971  Census  of Population,  males, 
classed as  farmers,  farm  managers  and  market  gardeners  in Great 
Britain outnumbered  females  by almost nine to  one.  The  ratio 
for agricultural workers  was  over three to  one  whereas  for  the 
population as  a  whole it was  nearer  two  to  one  (see Table I.A.9). 
The  Census also  showed  that farmers,  managers  and market  garden-
ers as  a  group were  much  older than both agricultural workers 
and  the  economically active population in general;  hence,  large 
10 Table I.A.8 
Number  o£ persons  engaged  in agriculture in the  UK1 
At  June  of each year 
Average 
of 
1967-9 
Workers 
Regular Whole-time 
Hired:  male  ) 
.  female~ 
Family:male 
female 
.  . 
All male  297 
All  female  29 
Total  (326) 
Regular Part-time 
Hired:  male  ) 
female) 
Family:male  ) 
:female) 
All male 
All  female 
Total 
• • 
37 
24 
(62)3 
Seasonal  or Casual: 
All male  34 
All  female  35 
Total  {69)4 
Salaried 
managers2  • • 
Total  employed  456 
Farmers,partners & 
directors 
Whole-time 
Part-time 
Total 
Total 
Wives/Husbands  o£ 
£armers,partners 
& directors  (en-
gaged  in :farm  work} 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
1973 
171 
16 
45 
15 
216 
31 
{247) 
25 
26 
16 
18 
41 
44 
(85)3 
40 
38 
(78)4 
6 
416 
222 
66 
(288) 
704 
• • 
1974 
164 
16 
39 
14 
203 
30 
(233) 
24 
27 
15 
17 
39 
44 
(83)3 
39 
36 
(74)4 
7 
398 
214 
66 
(280) 
• • 
1975 
157 
15 
37 
13 
194 
28 
(222) 
22 
26 
15 
18 
36 
44 
(80) 
41 
32 
(73) 
7 
382 
212 
68 
(280) 
662 
• • 
•ooo  persons 
1976 
154 
13 
35 
12 
189 
25 
(213) 
21 
26 
14 
17 
35 
42 
(77) 
45 
35 
(80} 
7 
377 
669 
• • 
1977 
144 
12 
346 
8 
1846 
20 
(204) 
20 
25 
156 
9 
356 
34 
(69) 
52 
41 
93 
8 
373 
212 
76 
288 
661 
74 
1  The  :figures  are based  on  returns  in the agricultural census. 
They  include  some  estimates  :for  :figures  not directly obtainable 
:from  the Scottish census  results and  £or that reason they 
di:f:fer slightly :from  some  o:f  the published UK  census results. 
Because  o:f  changes  in the  census  categories  in England  and 
Wales  in  1970 & 1972,  numbers  returned :for earlier years are 
not  available  on the  same  basis as  those  :for the most  recent 
years.  Before  1977  the  :figures  do  not  include  the wives/ 
husbands  o:f  :farmers,  partners  and directors,  even  though the 
wives/husbands  themselves  may  be partners  or directors.  In 
1977  wives/husbands  o:f  :farmers,  partners  and directors were 
returned separately,  but  only  i:f  they were  engaged  in :farm 
work. 
II 2  Figures relate to Great Britain only. 
3  Includes  seasonal or casual workers  in Northern Ireland. 
See  footnote  4. 
4  Before  1975  seasonal  or casual workers  were not  returned 
as  a  separate  item in Northern Ireland,  but were  included 
with part-time workers. 
5  The  increase in numbers  of farmers,  partners  and directors 
in  1976  occurred in England  and Wales  and  is thought  to 
reflect  a  more  complete  enumeration in the agricultural 
census. 
6  The  decrease  in the number  of regular whole-time  and part-
time  female  workers  in  1977  is thought  to be  explained by 
the separate return,  for  the first  time  in England  and 
Wales,  of.farmers'  wives,  some  of whom  were  probably 
returned previously as  family workers. 
Source:  MAFF,  1978a 
percentages  of farmers  are  found  in older categories with  20 
per cent  60  and  over as  opposed  to  10  per cent  generally. 
It is known  that hired farm  managers  tend to  be  younger 
than  independent  farmers,  although  they constitute only about 
3  per cent  of the total numbers  of farmers.  However,  indepen-
dent  sources  of information  on  farmers'  ages  have usually 
excluded managers,  and  age distributions  of farmers  from 
several such sources  are given in Table I.A.11a and Figure 
I.A.12.  They differ from  the  Census  of Population in that 
they are based  on  surveys  of farms  which  tend  to  exclude 
occupiers of very small units.  Thus,  in England in 1969,  a 
survey of farm  businesses based  on  a  sample  of holdings  of 
two  ha and  above  (Harrison,  1975)  found  that,  a  quarter of 
all farmers  were  of 60 years  and  over,  for  many  members  of 
society a  normal  retirement  age,  with farmers  in their late 
50s  and  early 60s  the  most  numerous  age  group.  The  1975 
Structure Survey carried out  within the EEC  showed  that farmers 
of 65  and  over  occupied  15  per cent  of the  UK 1s  agricultural 
area  (18  per cent  of holdings)  while  farmers  of 55  and  over 
occupied  41  per cent  (44  per cent  of holdings).  Scottish 
farmers  seem  even older than English  (Wagstaff,  1970)  but  this 
may  merely reflect the fact  that the  study included very small 
holdings.  The  proportion of holdings  in Scotland which  could 
be  considered as  'part-time'  in terms  of· their estimated labour 
requirements  was  considerably higher than in England  and Wales 
(59  per cent  (1968)  as  opposed to  46  per cent  (1969))  and,  it 
is known  that  the average  age  on  these  small  farms  is .higher 
than  on  1full-time 1  farms. 
Elderly farmers  tend to be associated with small holdings. 
In the  UK  in  1970,  17  per cent  of the  occupiers  of holdings  under 
8.1  ha were  aged  65  or over  compared with only  9  per cent  of the 
occupiers  of larger holdings  (MAFF,1977b).  A  MAFF  census  in 
December  1974  found  that in England  and Wales  the proportion of· 
whole-time  farmers,  partners  and directors  over 55  years  old de-
creased with increasing farm  size up  to about  120 ha  (see Table 
I.A.11b).  This  was  almost  equalled by  a  corresponding increase 
12 in the proportion of farmers  below the  age  of 35 while  the  share 
accounted for by  the  35-54 year  group  remained  about  the  same. 
Although  there is no  direct  evidence,  many  of the young  farmers, 
and particularly those  found  on  the largest farms,  are likely 
to have  been  junior partners  or directors  farming with more 
elderly relatives.  Preliminary results  from  the  1975  Structure 
Survey give  a  similar picture for  the whole  UK.  Elderly farmers 
(65  and  over)  are associated with  a  smaller than average  farm 
area and  appear  to  be  less  intensive users  of land and  labour, 
indicated by  lower livestock units per ha.  and higher  labour 
units per  100 ha.  In contrast,  farmers  in the  35-44  age  group 
have  the largest farms,  carry more  livestock and have  the  lowest 
man-to-land ratio. 
A  somewhat  surprising feature  of population statistics is 
that  farmers  in England  and  Wales  in  1969  were  apparently  on 
average  younger  than  they were  three  or· four decades  ago, 
although Whitby  (1967)  suggested that no  drastic  changes  in the 
age  structure of farmers  had  occurred  over  the past  40  or  50 
years.  However,  in the  1950s  and  1960s  not  only has  there been 
a  decay  of the patriarchal nature  of rural society,  but  the 
greater awareness  of· the fiscal advantages  of taking  a  son into 
partnership may  well have brought  younger  men  into the  'farmers, 
partners and directors'  category who  formerly  would  have  remained 
as  family workers. 
The  socio-economic  characteristics of UK  farmers  will be 
discussed later in Parts II and III in relation to their occupa-
tional and  geographical mobilities  and  the effect these  charac-
teristics have  on  the transfer of land between farms.  However, 
at this stage it is worth noting that  a  study in  1970  found  that 
less  than one-fifth of farmers  in England  and Wales  held  some 
secondary education qualification;  this varied according to the 
age  of the  farmer,  being highest with the younger  and declining 
with age.  (Agriculture EDC,1972). 
The majority of farmers  in  1970 had  entered  the industry as 
soon as  they had  reached the statutory school  leaving age,  and 
70 per cent  had left school  by  the  time  they were  15.  Only  about 
10  per cent  of farmers  had  studied for specific agricultural 
qualifications.  Younger  farmers  were  found  to have left school 
later and  were  more  likely to have  been to agricultural colleges. 
Farmers  on  larger farms  tended to have left school later than 
those  on  smaller ones  and  to have  received  a  greater amount  of 
specific agricultural education.  Of  farmers  on  farms  of 202  ha 
and  over almost  a  quarter had studied for agricultural qualifi-
cations.  See Table I.A.9. 
Farmers  in the  UK  come  very largely from  farming families. 
The  1970  study referred to above  found  that  76  per cent  of far-
mers  had been trained  on  the  family  farm.  Harrison  (1975)  has 
shown  that  over  83  per cent  of farmers  in England  in  1969 had 
social origins in the  farming  community  and  recent work by  Newby 
(1978)  shows  this to apply to  a  marked  extent  to  the occupiers 
of very large  farms.  Equally characteristic of UK  agriculture 
is the strong desire by  existing farmers  to pass  their farms  to 
the next  generation,  and  this means  to an increasing extent 
involving them  in current activity as  partners  or co-directors 
of the business. 
13 Table I.A.9 
Distribution of farmers  in England & Wales 
according to age.  secondary education and 
agricultural training 
Age  25  and 
under 
Proportion with 
one  or more 
types  of secon-
day  education  35% 
Size group 
(ha) 
Proportion of 
:farmers  who  had 
studied for 
agricultural 
qualifications 
Less  than 
10 
26-34 
10-20 
Source:  Agriculture EDC,  1972. 
Farm businesses  and  families 
35-44  45-54  55-64 
20.9%  14.1%  10.6% 
20-40  40-120  120-202 
16.2% 
65+ 
202 
and 
over 
24.0% 
The  introduction  o:f  succeeding generations  into the  farm-
ing business  is but  one manifestation  o:f  what  is probably the 
most  significant feature  of UK  agriculture,  that is,  the close 
and  often inseparable relationship between  the  farm  :family and 
the  farm  business.  Later it will be  shown  that the personal and 
business wealth  o:f  farmers  are frequently  one  and  the  same;  that 
their pattern of expansion in terms  of increasing capital  employ-
ment  and  ownership gives  way  eventually to decreasing capital 
employment  in a  way  which is strongly associated with age  and 
career stage;  that the presence  o:f  a  successor is  a  major 
influence  on  :farming policy and particularly on  investment  in 
land and  fixed assets,  and  that,  the avoidance  of capital 
taxation to the  subsequent benefit of heirs  involves  much 
activity and  expense  and  is influential in determining tenurial 
patterns.  Although not  unique  to agriculture,  the personal 
nature of farm  businesses  and  the  intermixing of family and 
business  af':fairs  remains  the background against which many  o:f 
farming's  other characteristics must  be  viewed. 
Despite  a  size structure containing a  preponderance of 
:farms  which would  be  considered large by the standards  of'  most 
other EEC  countries,  official statistics show that  UK  farming 
is an  industry operated primarily without hired labour.  Three-
quarters of the  f'arms  in England  and Wales  employ  no  regular 
hired workers  (74.9 per cent in  1977)  and,  while many  of these 
are small,  it is only farms  of 200 ha  and  over where  more 
than  a  half hire :full-time regular labour.  If a  'family farm' 
can be  taken to mean  one  on which hired labour accounts  for less 
than half the total labour force,  then  on  average  in  1970-1  the 
14 Table I.A.10 
Distribution of  a~ricultural labour and 
all  economical!~ active labour  b~ a~eJ 
Great Britain  1211 
Age  last  Farmers,  farm  managers  Agricultural 
birthday  and  market  gardeners  workers 
Males  Females  Total  Males  Females  Total 
15  - 19  2.4  1.9  2.3  14.2  7-4  12.7 
20  - 24  5.2  3.4  5.0  12.3  7·0  11 • 1 
25  - 34  16.4  10.6  15.8  18.0  16.2  17.6 
35  - 44  21.4  20.2  21 .2  17.7  24.J  19.2 
45  - 54  23.0  29.6  23.7  15.5  25.8  17.8 
55  - 59  11.4  14.2  11.7  8.3  10.5  8.8 
60  - 64  10.7  9.4  10.6  7-9  5-7  7.4 
65  - 69  5.3  5.4  5.6  4.3  2.2  3.8 
70  +  4.0  5-3  4.2  1.8  0.9  1 .6 
100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 
By  sex  89.7%  +  10.3% = 100%  77.5%  +  22.5% = 100% 
Age  last  Total  economically active 
birthday  population (all occupied} 
Males  Females  Total 
15  - 19  7.3  11 • 1  8.7 
20  - 24  11.7  13.4  12.3 
25  - 34  20.6  15.8  18.9 
35  - 44  19.6  19.7  19.6 
45  - 54  20.0  22.4  20.9 
55  - 59  9.4  9-5  9.4 
60  - 64  7-9  5.1  6.9 
65  - 69  2.2  2.0  2.2 
70  +  1 • 1  1.0  1.0 
100.0  100.0  100.0 
By  sex  63.5%  +  36.5% = 100% 
Source:  Census  of Population,  1971. 
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(3) Table  I .A. 11 a 
Age  distribution of farmers  in England 
and  in England & Wales,  various years 
per cent 
1  England  &  England &  Scotland  England  1969  Wales  12zo2  Wales  12z43  126z-8 
Age 
*  Under  20 
20*  - 29 
30  - 34 
35  - 44 
45  - 54 
55  - 64 
65  and  over 
*  21  for  EDC 
Sources: 
Table  I  .A.11b 
Holding 
Size group 
(ha)  approx. 
< 20 
20  - 39 
40  - 59 
60  - 119 
120  - 199 
200  - 279 
280  - 399 
)  400 
(Farmers) 
1.6% 
10.6% 
8.6% 
21 .3% 
20.4% 
24.3% 
13.2% 
100.0% 
data. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
(Farmers,part- (Farmers, 
ners  and  partners  and 
directors}  directors} 
1.6%) 
10.01>~  20.4% 
9.4% 
23.8%  21 .2% 
26.0%  26.2% 
20.5%  22.3% 
8.7%  9.9% 
100.<>%  100,0% 
Harrison,  1975 
Agriculture EDC,  1972 
MAFF,  1974a 
Wagstaff',  1970. 
~ 
~ 
(Occupiers) 
9% 
17% 
55% 
20% 
100% 
Percentage distribution of whole-time  farmers, 
partners  and directors  by  age  groups  within 
holding area size groups.  England  &  Wales 
December  12Z4 
Age  Group  (years) 
(35  35-44  45-.54  )55 
14.9  20.7  24.5  39.8 
19.3  22.8  2_5.8  32.1 
22.9  21 .1  25.5  30.6 
25.7  21 .4  24.8  28.3 
26.7  21 .4  25.1  26.7 
28.2  22.2  23.3  '27 ·3 
26.3  23.6  23.9  26.3 
25.1  24.1  24.3  26.5 
Source:  Field,  1979. 
16 Figure  I  , A • 12 
Source: 
Age  distribution of farmers,  agricultural workers 
and all male  employees,  England  and Wales,1969-70 
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Agriculture EDC,  1972. 
17 distinction between  family  and  other farming  came  at about  the 
800-850  smd  size of business  approximating to  a  three-man  farm 
(Britton & Hill,  1975).  When  farm  size is expressed in these 
standard  labour units,  substance is given  to the picture of 
British agriculture still dominated  by  family-sized businesses. 
Figure I.A.13  shows  that when  farms  were  grouped by  smds  in  1973, 
numbers  fell with increasing farm  size and  especially beyond  550 
smds  (the  two-man  farm).  If agricultural productive activity is 
equated to  smds  then  two-man  farms  were  the most  important  group 
(525-575  smds).  Hence  not  only are family-sized  farms  numeri-
cally dominant  in the  industry,  but  also if a  measured unit of 
agricultural activity (e.g.  a  unit of livestock or  crop  produc-
tion)  is pinpointed at  random,  it is most  likely to be  found  on 
the  two-man  farm.  This statistical feature  should not detract 
from  the  general  impression that  in terms  of total agricultural 
activity or land  occupancy,  although not  in terms  of numbers, 
small  farms  play only  a  small part;  in 1975  farms  in the  one 
and  two-man  size band  (275-600  smd)  accounted  for  only  13  per 
cent  of activity and  15  per  cent  of the  crops  and  grass  areawhere-
asfarms over the  £our-man size  (1200  smd  and  over)  contributed 
50  per cent  of total smds  and used  50  per cent  of the area, 
although they  formed  only  15.7 per cent  of holding numbers 
(~~FF,  1977). 
Part-time farming 
The  number  of farms  differs relatively little from  the 
number  of farmers.  In  1976,  o£  those holdings  returning farmers, 
partners  and directors,  72  per cent  returned  only  one  and  94  per 
cent  no  more  than two.  Clearly,  the entrepreneurial function is 
very much  an  individual  one.  Even  on holdings  of 500 ha and  over, 
74  per cent  had  no  more  than  two  'farmers'.  Not  all of these, 
however,  were  full-time  and Table I.A.8  shows  that  some  25  per 
cent  of farmers  returned themselves  as  'part-time'  according to 
the definition employed  in the  census  of population forms  where 
a  whole-time  farmer,  partner or director was  one  whose  main 
occupation was  £arming and  who  devoted  as  much  time  to the 
manual  or non-manual  work of running  a  £arm  as  would normally 
be spent  on  a  full-time  occupation where  40 hours  represented 
a  full working week.  Departmental  inquiries  into the  time 
spent  by  occupiers  on their holdings  show that,  in  1975,  there 
were  some  170,000 full-time  farms  in the  UK  (130,000  in England 
and Wales,  23,000  in Scotland and  17,600 in Northern Ireland). 
The  total number  of holdings  enumerated  in the  UK  was  just over 
270,000,  implying that  some  100,000 holdings  were not  full-time 
according to  the  time-based criterion used  (MAFF,  1977b). 
For present purposes  a  more  relevant  criterion is ·the 
extent  to which  farmers  depend  on  farming  £or their livelihood 
and  a  recent  survey  o£  farm businesses  in England  (Harrison, 
1975)  has  shown  that,  on  just over  30 per cent  of English £arms, 
at least one  of the principals had  another source  o£  earned 
income besides  farming.  Moreover,  in 73  per cent  of cases  the 
second  income  was  from  another business.  A  little over half of 
the part-time farmers  claimed  to work  full-time £!! the  farm, 
and  in about  eight  out  of ten cases  where  a  farmer had  a  second 
source  o£  earned  income it was  at least equal  to  - and  more 
likely more  than  - farming  income. 
18 Figure I,A,13 
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In Scotland  (Dunn,  1976)  there have been estimated to be 
about  25,000 working occupiers,  9,000 of them part-time,  Where 
junior partners are  included as  business  principals,  the total 
number  of working occupiers  increases  by  4,000 but  their part-
time  or full-time nature is not  known,  However,  the proportion 
of part-time business principals is probably about  one-third in 
the  two  countries,  An  inquiry in  1967-9  found  that the propor-
tion of Scottish occupiers with other occupations fell markedly 
on holdings  beyond  251  standard man-days,  but  even beyond  the 
1200  smd  size  10  per cent  of occupiers had  another  job,  For  a 
little more  than hal£ the part-time farmers  on holdings  greater 
than 250  smds,the non-farming  job was  their principal occupation 
(Wagstaff,  1970), 
19 It is evident,  then,  that part-time farming is by no  means 
restricted to the smallest  farms.  In Harrison's  survey of 
English farming,  although there were  almost  as  many_  part-time 
farmers  as  full-time  ones  below 8  ha  (20  acres)  even  among  farms 
of over  202  ha  (500  acres)  there was  well  in excess  of one  part-
time  farm  £or  every  two  full-time.  An  element  of part-time 
farming  could be  found  throughout  the size spectrum.  A  study in 
Kent  and  Sussex  found  that part-time farmers  adopted  farming 
systems  which  made  less  intensive use  of land than did  those  of 
full-time occupiers  (Gasson,  1967).  Typically they had  a 
smaller number  of enterprises,  selecting those that required 
less daily attention;  technical goals were  more  important  than 
profit.  Currently part-time farmers  tend to have  shorter 
occupancies  than full-timers  although there is evidence  (Gasson, 
1966)  that,  in times  of agricultural depression  such as  in 
England  in the  1920s  and  1930s,  they were better able  to  survive, 
resulting in their occupancies  being longer than those  of full-
time  farmers.  On  the other hand,  part-t~mers tend to be less 
geographically mobile  (Harrison,  1975)  and  in Scotland,  older 
than full-time  farmers  (Rettie,  1975),  although the latter 
reference uses  a  definition of  'part-time'  based  on  estimated 
labour requirements  rather than the  presence of an alternative 
occupation.  This  frequently used but misleading convention  o£ 
labelling a  farm with less  than  a  certain estimated labour 
requirement  as  1part-time 1 ,  makes  it difficult to  establish the 
separate relationships between  age  of farmer,  size of farm  and 
degree  of dependence  on  the  farm  business.  Additional; sources 
of earned  income  inevitably play an  important part,  both in the 
estimation of the  incomes  of the  farming members  of the popula-
tion,  the motives  behind their management  and  investment 
decisions  and  their occupational mobility. 
Incomes  of the  farming  sector 
Farm  income  as  conventionally calculated  {NFI)  forms  the 
monetary return,  not  only to the farmer's  entrepreneurialability 
and his physical  labour  input  but  also to his capital;  however, 
it ignores  the appreciation in the value  of the  owner-occupier's 
most  significant asset,  land.  The practice of removing  land-
ownership  from  the calculation of owner-occupier's  incomes  by 
imputing a  rental value  to land was  initially a  simplifying 
assumption which permitted the  grouping of tenanted and  owner-
occupied farms,  but it has  developed  into  a  source  of confusion. 
There are strong grounds  for believing that  landownership,  and 
in particular appreciating land values,  have  been reflected in 
and  are  important  explanatory factors  of the patterns  o£  farming 
and  of investment  on  owner-occupied  farms.  Setting  asi~e the 
landownership aspect  of farming is to  exclude  one  of the major 
explanatory variables of the ways  business  and personal behaviour 
of owner-occupiers  are linked.  Landownership  is one  of the main 
contributors  to the  owner-occupier's  economic welfare.  A  recent 
exercise  (Hearn,  1978)  estimated  incomes  incorporating capital 
gains  and,  using an  assumed  safe opportunity cost  for capital, 
concluded that  on  average  incomes  on larger farms  compared 
favourably with managerial  incomes  in other sectors,  while  those 
on  smaller farms  varied between agricultural and  industrial 
manual-type  earnings.  Viewed  against actual transfer earnings, 
20 the  incomes  of farmers  appeared not unattractive.  This  argument 
is further developed  when  considering the  incomes  of owner-
occupiers  in Part II. 
On  the more  usual method  of comparing financial returns  to 
farming,  in which  a  wage  is imputed for  the farmer's  manual· 
labour input,  returns  on working capital do  not  appear strikingly 
low.  However,  comparison of the years  1972-3  and  1974-5  suggests 
that the industry is characterised by variability of returns both 
between years  and  between groups  (see Table I.A.14).  Farming's 
aggregate net  income  is not necessarily subject to more variabi-
lit·y than that of industries in general,  nevertheless,  sharp 
fluctuations  in returns  are apparent,  particularly in the dairy 
and  livestock rearing sectors  and  on  small  farms  in general. 
The  incomes  of owner-occupiers  and  tenants are treated separately 
in Parts II and III respectively. 
Whether  a  short  or a  long term view of monetary returns is 
taken,  they  form  only part of the  rewards  from  farming.  Empirical 
work  shows  that farmers  bring a  strong intrinsic orientation to 
their activity,in which the emphasis  falls  on  the value of doing 
work  they like and  on  independence  (Gasson,  1973).  The  genera-
tion of income  (for which  the  farm business is seen simply as  an 
instrument)  seems  to rank lower  in the motives  of farmers,  even 
among  those with larger businesses.  Gasson  found  that in East 
Anglia smaller farmers  put  more  emphasis  on intrinsic aspects 
of work,  particularly independence,  than the larger farmers  who 
tended  to be relatively more  economically motivated,  although 
even  among  those  the  expansion of the farm business  seemed  to  be 
more  important  than maximising present  income.  A  recognition of 
the heterogeneity of the rewards  flowing  from  farming is import-
ant  to understanding reactions to  changing  economic  circumstances, 
such as  the insignificant  impact  in the UK  of government  schemes 
to. encourage  small  farmers  to retire and  the unexpectedly rapid 
uptake  of the capital grants  made  available  from  1957  through 
the Farm  Improvement  Scheme.  Factors  such as  the effect  on  the 
business  of a  farmer wishing to  provide for  a  successor or the 
interaction between  farming  and  other business interests have 
as yet received little quantitative attention from  agricultural 
economists.  Much  of the heterogeneity,  however,  relates 
directly to  the  intermixing of personal,  family  and  business 
affairs which characterises  UK  farming. 
Wealth of the  farming  sector 
Although inter-sectoral comparisons  of wealth holdings  are 
notoriously hazardous,  it is fairly clear that,  as  a  result of 
owner-occupation and  the rise in land prices,  UK  farmers  are 
among  the wealthiest  members  of society.  Harrison  (1975)  esti-
mated  the wealth of different members  of the  farming  community 
for  1969  from his  survey and  found  that  16  per cent  of farmers 
and their dependent  adults had net  farming wealth of over 
£20,000  each,  whereas  according to Inland Revenue  statistics, 
only  1.7 per cent  of the  community  in general had this  amount  of 
wealth.  Since that  time prices of agricultural land have  more 
than doubled.  Harrison also points  out  that  farm wealth is 
widely shared,  in  somewhat  marked  contrast to wealth in the 
community generally. 
21 Table  I .A.14 
Distribution of farms  by  type  and  by size 
according to rate of return on tenant's 
capital.  England  and  Wales  1972-3  - 1974-5 
Farm  type 
1972-3 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
Pigs  and poultry 
1973-4 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
Pigs  and  p-oultry 
1974-5 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
Pigs  and poultry 
275-
599 
19.7 
17.7 
12.4 
11 .8 
5·1 
19.7 
30.2 
Source:  CAS,  1978. 
Farm  size  - smds 
600-
1199 
23.1 
21 .1 
19.3 
14.1 
13.6 
16.0 
34.2 
15.7 
3.4 
4.4 
25.4 
-3.8 
1200-
1799 
per cent 
23.8 
26.6 
20.4 
25.0 
per  cent 
14.3 
14.2 
32.3 
28.6 
per cent 
6.2 
12.7 
26.4 
16.9 
1800-
2399 
21 .4 
23.3 
20.0 
2400-
4199 
17.3 
30.6 
10.0 
10.0 
25-7 
17.9 
In  1973  the Inland Revenue  estimates  of identified person-
al wealth  showed  7.1  per cent  of individuals with wealth of 
£20,000 and  over.  In that  same  year the average sale price of 
agricultural land with vacant  possession was  £2700  per ha, 
having doubled  since  1969,  so  that  even  a  small  land holding 
in 1973  would have  sufficed to raise its owners  to among  the 
wealthiest  members  of society without  taking into account  any 
additional wealth holdings  by  farmers  in non-farming assets. 
The  borrowing pattern of UK  agriculture 
On  average  between  80  and  90  per cent  of farming  invest-
ment  funds  come  from  personal  sources  including reinvestment  of 
profits, sales of assets,  gifts and  injections of non-farm 
earnings  (CAS,  1978).  The  remainder is made  up  of government 
grants  and  borrowing.  The business  structure of UK  agriculture 
generally precludes its raising capital direct  from  the capital 
market,  and  in recent years  (1970-4)  the banks  have  provided 
about  three-quarters  of additional borrowing. 
22 In terms  of overall liabilities, farming's  biggest credi-
tors are  the banks;  in  1974 it is estimated that  they were 
responsible for  47  per cent  of all liabilities while  the  AMC 
(the only specialist land mortgage  institution)  and  other long-
term institutional lenders  accounted for  a  further  16  per cent 
(Table I.A.15).  An  alternative source for  1974  gives  49  per 
cent  and  15  per cent respectively  (Agriculture EDC,  1977b).  In 
the post-war period the  share accounted for by banks  and  AMC 
together has  risen and has  been accompanied  by  a  decline in the 
relative  importance  of credit  from  relatives  and  agricultural 
merchants,  although it is likely that  the  importance  of the 
latter has  commonly  been over-estimated.  Over  the  1960s,  and 
accompanying  the rapid rise in land prices,  lending by  the 
AMC  expanded relatively more  than bank lending,  approximately 
doubling its share  of the  industry's total liabilities  (see 
Section II'.D. (e).) • 
Of  more  importance  than the  absolute  level of liabilities 
is the relationship between liabilities and assets  and  the cost 
of servicing loans  relative to  the  income  of agriculture.  Land 
with associated buildings  and  equipment  is the principal asset; 
it is not  readily realisable but it can  serve as  collateral for 
borrowing and it has  appreciated markedly under pressures at 
least partly originating from  outside the  farming  economy. 
Nevertheless,  borrowing is not high relative to assets.  Overall 
it appears  that the  aggregate liabilities of agriculture amount 
to only about  10  per cent  of total assets  (see Table I.A.16). 
Other wealth held in non-farm  form  is not usually considered in 
estimates  of the industry's financial position although it is 
often important. 
Table  I .A. 15 
Liabilities of UK  farms  for  selected years 
1953  1963  1970  1974 
£M  %  £M  %  £M  1b  £}\1  % 
Long  term 
institutional  25  3  100  8  200  15  290  16 
Banks  200  23  500  42  500  38  840  47 
Other  (including 
trade credit, 
private mortgages 
&  loans  &  hire 
purchase)  655  74  590  50  620  47  650  37 
Total liabilities  880  100  1190  100  1320  100  1780  100 
Total liabilities 
at constant  1974  2400  2390  1960  1780 
prices 
Sources:  Bosanquet,  1967;  Harrison,  1975;  CAS,  1978. 
23 Table  I .A.16 
Financial structure of UK  agriculture in 
current prices  1970  and  1974 
Assets 
Physical: 
Land,buildings,  dwell-
ings  and  fixed  equipment 
~1achinery,  vehicles  and 
movable  equipment 
Livestock 
Crops,cultivations, 
stores 
Financial: 
Debtors 
Cash  in hand  and at bank 
Total assets 
Liabilities  4  AMC,SASC,LIC,etc. 
Building societies, 
insurance  companies,etc. 
Bank  credit 
Private and  family 
credit 
Hire  purchase 
Trade  credit 
£M 
5800 
800 
1300 
570 
200 
200 
8870 
170 
40 
500 
320 
20 
200 
1970 
3 
40 
26 
2 
16 
%  of 
total 
assets 
65 
9 
15 
6 
2 
2 
£M 
14530 
1100 
2200 
800 
320 
JOO 
19250 
270 
45 
910 
250 
20 
370 
1974 
~0 
15 
2 
49 
13 
1 
20 
~b  of 
total 
assets 
75 
6 
11 
4 
2 
2 
100 
Total liabilities  (long 
and  short  term)  1250  (100)  14  1865  ( 100)  10 
Capital of the industrx2 
Prior charge  capital 
provided by: 
Institutional landlords3 
Private landlords 
Capital provided by 
tenant  farmers  and 
owner-occupiers 
Total financial 
resources 
na 
na 
2200 
5420 
8870 
25 
61 
100 
980 
3930 
4910 
12475 
19250 
1  Figures  may  not  add  up  exactly owing to rounding. 
25 
65 
100 
2  The  prior charge  capital provided by landlords is calculated 
from  the value  of the  tenanted  area,  and the proportion pro-
vided  by institutional landlords  is estimated to be  20  per 
cent  of the total in  1974  (the  equivalent proportions  for 
1970  are not  available). 
3  All  landlords  other than private.  LIC  L  d  I 
4  .  .  =  an  s  mprove- .AJ.1C  = Agr~cul  tural :t-1ortgage  Corporat1on.  ment  Company. 
SASC =Scottish Agricultural Securities Corporation. 
Source:  Agriculture EDC,1977•  na =not available. 
24 At  the  farm  level the borrowing pattern is by no  means 
uniform.  In England  in  1969  (Harrison,1975)  the  indebtedness  o£ 
farmers  averaged  10.7 per cent  of total liabilities, but  over 
hal£ the farms  (54.9 per cent)  had no  liabilities,  other than 
the  short-term deferments  o£  payment  until the  end  of accounting 
periods widespread in commerce.  Only  five per cent  of farmers 
accounted for  65  per cent  o£ all borrowings.  The  most  heavily 
indebted farmers  {those with liabilities more  than  30 per cent 
of assets)  tended to  come  from  the  40.5  to  121.5 ha  'working' 
size group  and  from  the  40-49 year old  'working'  age  group. 
They also tended to be  full-time proprietors and  to be  tenants; 
but  above all they  tended to be relatively recent  entrants and, 
in terms  of total borrowings,  to be  owner-occupiers.  This  is a 
reflection of the rising price o£  land and  a  lack of availability 
of farms  to rent,  making it increasingly difficult to  enter 
farming without  borrowing heavily.  Unlike  the estimates  in the 
previous  paragraph, Harrison's work  considered farms  only,  so 
that  the assets of landlords  of rented  farms  and their 
liabilities were not  considered. 
The  liabilities to assets ratio of established farmers  has 
probably been declining as  a  result of land prices rising faster 
than borrowings.  This  is reflected in the Agriculture EDC's 
indebtedness  figure  (including landlords'  assets}  falling from 
14  per cent  in  1970  to  10  per cent  in 1974;  a  comparable but 
less reliable estimate for the industry's  indebtedness  for  1952-
3  was  a  m~ch higher figure  of about  25  per cent  (Cheveley & 
Price,  1955).  The Agriculture EDC  estimated that  the interest 
cost  of supporting agriculture's debt  was  about  2.5 per cent  of 
total costs in 1973-4  and  1975-6;  this is a  somewhat  higher 
figure  than  t~e 2.1  per cent  they estimated for the late  1960s. 
It has  been calculated  (CAS,1978)  that interest payments  have 
taken  a  remarkably constant  13  per cent  of NFI  between  1953  and 
1974,  (NFI  as  conventionally calculated does  not have  interest 
costs  removed}  but its method  of calculation may  underestimate 
the size of the interest burden in later years  compared with the 
1950s.  In summary,  it appears  that the size of farming's  debt 
relative to its assets has  tended to decline and the annual  cost 
of the interest relative to aggregate  farm  income has  not 
increased much,  if at all.  (Borrowings  by  owner-occupiers  and 
tenants  are considered separately in Parts II and III respectively 
and  the relationships between  farm  incomes  and  mortgage  repayments 
are  examined  in Part II). 
I.B.  The  composition of UK  farming by size o£  farm  and  tenure 
The  basic unit in official statistics of UK  agriculture is 
the holding.  It is  a  term frequently interpreted as  synonymous 
with  'farm'  but,  surveys  of agricultural businesses repeatedly 
expose  the discrepancies  between what  is returned in official 
censuses  as  a  separate holding and  what  constitutes  a  farm, 
even allowing for reasonable variations  in the definition of the 
term  1£arm 1 •  In  1964 Harrison defined a  farm  'so as  to  embrace 
such farming activities as fall within the  compass  of a  given 
fund  of capital ••••••  To  count  as  a  single business unit,  there 
must  be participation in a  regular and at least annual assess-
ment  of the  capital position with all sectors contributing to 
25 and  competing for resources•.  Hence,  single ownership  of several 
units  of production probably geographically separate would not  by 
itself be  a  sufficient condition to  make  them parts  of one  'farm' 
(Harrison, 1965).  However,  before criticising the basic unit  of 
enumeration to the  extent  that  the unwarranted  impression may  be 
given that it is incapable  of conveying any  impression of the 
structure of British agriculture, it is appropriate to  examine 
the patterns revealed by official statistics. 
Table I.B.l.  shows  the nmnbers  of holdings  by size groups 
over the period  1968 to  1975.  Several points  emerge.  First, 
Northern Ireland has  a  very different size structure  from  the 
rest of the me,  with relatively few  large  farms  but  a  concentra-
tion between  2  and  20 ha and particularly between  6.1  and  20  ha. 
Second,  although they are relatively few,  large holdings  account 
for  a  large proportion of the  farmed  area.  For the  UK  as  a 
whole  holdings  in excess  of 202  ha  (500  acres)  account  for less 
than  3  per cent  of all holdings.  IIowever  as  figures  for Britain 
in  1977,  set out  in Table I.B.2,  show,  although large holdings 
may  be numerically unimportant,  they occupy  a  disproportionate 
amount  of'  land  in Great Britain.  In England  and lvales  75  per 
cent  of the area of crops  and  grass is in holdings  of 50  ha and 
above,  although they only account  for  28  per cent  of all hold-
ings.  At  the other extreme  the large numbers  of holdings 
returned in the  small size groups  must  be  treated with caution; 
while  more  than  a  fifth are below  6.1  ha  (15  acres)  it is likely 
that  many  do  not  form  independent units because of the  phenomenon 
of  'multiple'  holdings,  discussed later.  The  main  impact  of the 
statistical revisions,  described in the  footnotes  to Table I.B.l, 
has  been  on  the returns  of the  smallest holdings,  emphasising 
that unqualified numbers  of'  holdings  do  not  represent  a  very 
reliable picture of the  changing composition of farming. 
Holdings  below  30  ha account  for  only  13  per cent  of the area 
yet  they represent  almost  60  per cent  of numbers  of holdings. 
The  25  per cent  or so  of holdings  in the broad middle  band  of 
50 ha  to  500 ha  occupy  just over two-thirds  of the total area 
of crops  and  grass  in England  and \wales.  Third,  from  the  way 
holding numbers  have  changed  over time,  it appears  that there 
is a  kind  of  'watershed'  at about  121  ha  (300  acres).During the 
period  from  the mid  60s  to  the mid  70s  covered  by  the  table, 
and  indeed since World lvar II,  the number  of holdings  below 
this size has  declined  (after allowing for  the  changes  in 
definition which have  occurred,  principally affecting the 
smallest holdings)  while  the number  above  that figure has 
increased.  In consequence  the proportion of agricultural area 
occupied by holdings  of  121  ha  and  above  has  risen f'or  Great 
Britain over  the period  1965-75  from  33  per cent to  43  per cent. 
Northern Ireland is again different in that it has  a  much  lower 
'watershed'  at around  20 ha reflecting its prevailing pattern of 
smaller farms.  There  is  some  evidence that  in England  and  Wales 
this watershed area is rising·with time  (Britton & Hill,1975). 
Although  changing numbers  of holdings  may  reflect,  among 
other influences,  the presence  of economies  of size,  the figures 
are  of'  cross-sections at discrete points  in time  and  reveal 
nothing of the  movements  of farmers  between  size groups  or the 
movement  of land between  farmers,  changes  in either of which 
could be  employed  to match  individual capital arrays,  farmer Table  I.B.1  Size distd  but  ion of holdings
1 in the  UK,  1968-75  (June  Census)  Number 
England  and  'Wales  Total  I- 5- 15  - 50- 100- 150- 300- 50()..ac 
1968  252,7232  26,762  42,103  61,310  49,184  26,335  30,661  10,529  5,839 
1969  242,2793  24,931  38,451  58,547  47,652  25,829  30,295  10,524  6,050 
1970  229,952  24,292  34,355  54,761  45,212  24,810  29,498  10,526  6,498 
1971  ...  224,457  23,381  32,938  52,835  44,234  24,521  29,241  10,592  6,715 
1972  216,3194  20,656  30,559  51,332  43,005  24,259  29,023  10,639  6,846 
1973  209,923  18,295  28,748  50,29)  42,052  23,966  28,994  10,638  6,940 
1974  200,534  18,376  28,617  49,699  41,676  23,626  28,864  10,653  7,023 
1975  203,035  16,919  26,964  48,514  40,780  23,453  28,671  10,646  7,088 
Scot lard 
1968  53,506  10,549  12,451  8,837  7,327  4,925  6,352  2,202  863 
1969  53,1713  10,617  12,348  8,663  7,254  4,884  6,268  2,245  892 
1970  37,576  3,311  6,285  6,901  6,801  4,838  6,277  2,254  909 
1971  37,224  3,419  6,144  6,775  6,635  4,791  6,248  2,277  935 
1972  36,9264  3,546  6,073  6,621  6,470  4,725  6,220  2,326  945 
1973  ...  30,814  2,110  3,975  5,377  5,605  4,306  5,926  2,377  1,138 
1974  ?AJ,727  2,225  3,961  5,298  5,532  4,268  5,938  2,388  1,117 
1975  30,646  2,237  3,918  5,267  5,467  4,276  5,936  2,427  1,118 
Great  Britain 
1968  306,229  37,311  54,554  70,147  56,511  31,26o  37,013  12,731  6,702 
1969  295,4503  35,548  so, 799  67,210  54,906  30,713  36,563  12,769  6,942 
1970  267,528  27,603  40,64o  61,662  52,013  29,648  35,775  12,780  7,407 
1971  261,681  26,800  39,082  59,610  50,869  29,312  35,489  12,869  7,650 
1972  253,2454  24,202  36,632  57,953  49,475  28,~  35,243  12,965  7,791 
1973  240,737  20,405  32,723  55,667  47,657  28,272  34,920  13,015  8,078 
1974  239,261  20,601  32,578  54,997  47,208  27,894  34,802  13,041  8,140 
1975  •••  5  233,681  19,156  30,882  53,781  46,247  27,729  34,6o7  13,073  8,206 
Northern  Ireland 
1968  62,824  4,310  15,690  30,648  9,833  1,597  626  94  26 
1969  61,677  .  4,377  15,172  29,857  9,836  1,681  631  95  28 
1970  61,124  4,227  14,933  29,463  9,914  1,792  670  94  31 
1971  59,810  4,038  14,552  28,556  9,970  1,861  697  1o6  30 
1972  58,7364  3,829  14,074  28,045  10,036  1,857  76o  1o6  29 
1973  52,539  1,276  10,412  27,847  10,119  1,944  805  105  31 
1974  52,343  1,290  10,377  27,554  10,203  1,961  818  108  32 
1975  52,058  1,356  10,449  27,112  10,135  2,003  867  1o6  ?A) 
United  Kingdom 
1968  369,053  41,621  70,244  100,795  66,344  32,857  37,639  12,825  6,728 
1969  357,127  39,925  65,971  97,067  64,742  32,394  37,194  12,864  6,970 
1970  328,652  31,830  55,573  91,125  61,927  31,44o  36,445  12,874  7,438 
1971  321,491  30,838  53,634  88,166  60,839  31,173  36,186  12,975  7,680 
1972  ...  311,98\  28,031  50,706  85,998  59,511  30,841  36,003  13,071  7,820 
1973  293,276  21,681  43,135  83,514  57,776  30,216  35,725  13,120  8,109 
1974  291,604  21,891  42,955  82,551  57,411  29,855  35,620  13,149  8,172 
1975  285,739  20,512  41,331  80,893  56,382  29,732  35,474  13,179  8,236 
1  For  the purpose  of this analysis holdings  are  classified according to their area of crops  and  grass;  hold-
2  ings with  no  crops  and  grass are therefore excluded. 
In June  1968  about  47,000  holdings  with  less than 10  acres of crops  and  grass and  a negligible agricultural 
output were  excluded  from  the  census.  These  deletions were  in addition to those which  normally  occur  through 
3 
amalgamation  or the transfer of land to non-agricultural use. 
Some  2,?A)Q  holdings  on  an  acre or less in GB  (of which  over  200  were  in Scotland)  with  significant output 
were  included  in the census  for the first time  in June  1970.  This increase in numbers  of holdings was,how-
ever,  more  than  offset b,y  a decrease  resulting from  the statistical amalgamation  of  some  10,000 holdings in 
E&'i  farmed  with  others as part of a single farm  unit and  from  1970  on. returned  as  part of that unit; while 
in Scotland,  about  16,000  holdings  were  excluded  from  the  census  as  from  June  1970  on  the ground  that they 
4  were  not  statistically significant (cf.footnote 2 above). 
At  June  1973 the threshold for inclusion in the census  was  raised from  26  to 4o  smds  in GB  excluding from 
the census  about  3,000  holdings in E&W  and  nearly 5,000  holdings  in Scotland.  At  the  same  time  the 40  man-
day  concept  was  introduced in Northern  Ireland resulting in the elimination from  the  census  of  some  89000 
statistically insignificant holdings  and  the inclusion of 2,000  or so  holdings  previously excluded  (except 
to the extent of obtaining estimates of numbers  of livestock on  them)  because  they had  less than one  acre 
5 
of land.The  net result of these  changes  is therefore to exclude  some  14,000  holdings  in the UK. 
The  holdings referred to are,  broadly  speaking,  units of land  owned.  These  however,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
farm  businesses as over  20,000  of them  are  either let under  the conacre  (seasonal letting) system  and  become 
for the time  being  part of other farm  businesses or are so  small  (less than  50  smds)  that they are little 
more  than residential. 
Source:  MAFF, 1977d. 
27 Table I.B.2 
Number  and size distribution of holdinss  in 
Great Britain and its constituent  ~arts 1211 
Crops  &  grass  Numbers  (•ooo)  Ha  ( •ooo) 
size group  England & Scotland Great  England  &  Great 
(Ha)  Wales  Britain  Wales  Scotland Britain 
nil  4.9  1.5  6.4  0  0  0 
2  14.1  2.0  16.6  14  2  16 
2  - 19.6  2.9  22.5  68  9  77 
5  - 23.3  2.4  25.7  167  17  184 
10  - 28.3  3.1  31 .4  414  46  460 
20  - 22.2  2.8  2,5.0  550  68  618 
JO  - 16.6  2.4  19.0  574  84  658 
40  - 13.3  2.3  15.6  593  102  695 
50  - 32.4  6.6  39.0  2280  470  2750 
100  - 16.6  3·7  20.3  2274  .512  2786 
200  - 4.2  o.8  s.o  1011  190  1101 
JOO  - 2.3  O.J  2.6  865  117  982 
500  - o.6 
~  ~ 
326 
~  ~ 
0.1  1 • 1  43  719 
700  and  over  o.4  350 
Total  199.1  30.9  230.0  9488  1661  11149 
Source:  MAFF,  1978e. 
28 skills and  land areas without  involving any alteration in the 
overall numbers  and  sizes  of holdings.  The  dynamics  of the 
situation could  only be revealed by  a  1longitudinal 1  approach 
beyond  the  scope of the present  census  procedure.  The  present 
postal census  is still largely orientated towards  collecting 
data on total agricultural output  by  county and  parish. 
Farms  and Holdings 
Attempts  have  been made  to encourage  farmers  to  complete 
one  census  form  for all the  land occupied by  them,  and  amalga-
niation of  'multiple'  holdings noticedby census  administrators 
has  occurred.  Some  10,000 holdings  in England  and  Wales  {4~ of 
the total)  disappeared  from  MAFF  registers as  the result of 
'statistical amalgamations'  between  1969  and  1970;  this was  a 
catching-up operation in a  process  that had been occurring 
naturally over  many years.  However it is by  no  means  certain 
that this process has  significantly improved  on,  let alone 
eradicated,  the  overstatement  of small  farms  and understatement 
of large  ones  that  a  description by  'holdings'  produces. 
Harrison  (1975)  found  that,  in England in 1969,  the number  of 
farms  was  89  per cent  of the number  of holdings,  in spite of an 
understatement  of the number  of farms  of  121  ha and  above.  The 
bigger the  farm  the more  their numbers  were understated.  (See 
Table I.B.3).  A  more  recent  survey in England  (Hill & Kempson, 
1977)  revealed that  6  per cent  of holdings  were  parts  of larger 
farms  of more  than  twice the size of the contacted holdings.  In 
Scotland a  similar situation exists;  even  when holdings  run 
together as  single businesses were  amalgamated  (Dunn,  1975),  it 
was  found  that there remained  a  considerable number  which were 
in  common  ownership but  run as  separate units.  Of  the total 
number  of 32,000  'working units'  in  1973  (of which  20,000  had 
at least  250  smds  and  therefore were  officially  1full-time 1 ) 
nearly 2,500 were  found  to be  secondary units  in multiple-unit 
businesses.  Including the parent units,  the proportion of 
holdings  in multiple-unit businesses  ranged  from  9  per  cent  in 
South-east  and  South-west  Scotland  to  12  per cent  in the East-
central region.  A  few years earlier,  in  1968,  at least  11  per 
cent  of Scotland's  farmin~ units were  found  to  be  associated in 
multiple-unit businesses  lRussell,  1970).  Amalgamation  (and 
fragmentation)  is a  continuous  process but  a  fundamental  revision 
of the basic unit of enumeration is required before official 
census  results  can be used as  a  reliable indicator of structural 
characteristics.  Tenure studies further  emphasise  the need for 
administrative reform. 
Farm structure in Northern Ireland 
Because  of the  impact  of conacre letting (a form  of annual 
letting of land not  used  elsewhere in the UK)  it is  customary 
in Northern Ireland to reserve the  term  'agricultural holding' 
for units of land-ownership  and  to use  'farms'  or  1farm business-
es'  to  include any  adjustment  for land taken or let in conacre. 
Thus,  while there are currently about  53,000 holdings,  occupying 
1.1  million ha of agricultural land,  in Northern Ireland about 
21,000  of these are either let in conacre,  thereby temporarily 
increasing the average size of the remaining 32,000  farm 
29 Table I.B.3 
Size distribution of holdings  and  of farms 
based  on  areas  of crops  and  grass,  England 
.12.€2 
Size  grou;e 
Number  o:f  Number  o:f  Ha  acres  holdings  %  :farms  % 
2  7·7  (5  - 19)  41,399  22.9  30,525  18.8 
8.1  19.8  (20  - 49)  37,440  20.7  25,575  15.8 
20.2  40.1  (50  - 99)  37,757  20.9  36,300  22.5 
40.5  60.3  ( 100  - 149~  21,342  11 .a  23,236  14.4 
60.7  - 121 • 1  (150- 299  26,965  14.9  26,395  16.3 
121 .5  - 202,0 poo- 499~  10,064  5.6  11,854  7·3 
202.4  - 283.0  500  699  3'  147  1.  7  3,482  2.2 
283.4  - 404.5  (700  - 999)  1 ,694  0.9  2,605  1 .6 
404.9  and  over  (1,000  and  1 '1 00  0.6  1,754  1 • 1 
over) 
180,908  100,0  161,726  100,0 
Source:  Harrison,  1975. 
Farms 
Holdings 
'f~ 
73·7 
68.3 
96.1 
108.9 
97·9 
117.8 
110.7 
153.8 
159·5 
89.4 
businesses,  or are  so  small  as  to be  regarded  as little more 
than residential holdings.  Although  the  32,000  :farm businesses 
occupy  and  :farm nearly the whole  o:f  the agricultural area  (95 
per  cent  of the  crops  and  grassland)  only  17,000  o:f  these  are 
regarded  as  being :full-time  :farms  in terms  o:f  standard labour 
requirements.  The  other  15,000 smaller :farms  have  :fewer  than 
200  smds  and  may  be  operated  on  a  part-time basis,  although 
some  are run by  :farmers  with no  other source  o:f  employment,  Many 
o:f  the  occupiers  of these  smaller :farms  are elderly and  others 
depend  on  social benefits  to  augment  :farming  income,:facts  which 
could have  important  implications  :for structural changes  in the 
longer term. 
The  17,000  ':full-time'  :farms  occupy about  72  per cent  o:f 
the  land area,  tend to have  better quality land  and  to produce 
more  efficiently,  and  are  estimated to  account  :for  about  84  per 
cent  o:f  total agricultural output  in Northern Ireland,  By  UK 
standards  :full-time farms  in Northern Ireland are relatively 
small,  their average  size is less  than  600  smds  and  they farm  on 
average  only  35  ha  o:f  crops  and grass.  A  comparable  :figure  :for 
the whole  UK  is  114 ha.  Average  enterprise size tends  to  be 
much  smaller also  and  most  o:f  the  :farm  labour :force is comprised 
o:f  :family workers.  Hired  employees,  including part-time and 
casual workers  account  for less than  12per cent  of all persons 
working  on  Northern Ireland  :farms  as  opposed  to  57  per cent  :for 
the  UK  as  a  whole. 
Although  conacre  enables  some  increase in the  area  o:f  land 
:farmed  (over  and  above  the  area  o:f. land  owned),  even  on :full-time 
:farms  the  amount  o:f  land available is too  small  in many  cases  to 
provide  :full-time  employment  :from  land using enterprises alone. 
JO (4) 
For this reason intensive enterprises based mainly  on  purchased 
and  imported feeding stuffs have  tended  to be  incorporated into 
farming  systems,  these  include pig rearing and  fattening,  pullet 
rearing and  egg production.  Although  such activities have  shown 
marked  structural changes  in recent years  resulting in fewer  but 
larger-scale enterprises,  pigmeat  and  egg production together 
still account  for about  a  fifth of the value  of agricultural 
output  in Northern Ireland. 
Farm Tenure 
In the  UK  two  forms  of land tenure predominate 
- owner-occupation and  renting.  The  legislation surrounding 
tenure is described in Section III.B,together with information 
on minor  tenure  forms,  some  of which,  such as  conacre  in North-
ern Ireland and  crofting tenure in the Highlands  of Scotland, 
have local  importance.  Here  we  are  concerned with the broad 
tenure picture but  even in such general  terms  considerable 
confusion  can be  found. 
According  to official statistics 63  per cent  of holdings 
in Great Britain were  wholly  or mainly  Olmer-occupied  in  1978 
(the remainder being rented or mainly rented).  This  compares 
with  54  per  cent  in  1960-1  (MAFF,  1978b),  40  per cent  in  1950 
and  14  per cent  in  1922  (~~FF,  1979).  The  proportion of the 
total farmed  area of Britain in  1978 held  by  owner-occupiers 
was  57  per cent;  the figures  were  52  per cent  in 1960-1,  38  per 
cent  in  1950  and  18  per cent  in  1922.  As  Table I.B.5  shows,  the 
percentage of holdings  wholly or mainly  owner-occupied falls 
with increasing holding size but,  the area of land held under 
owner-occupation in the  two  largest size groups  is practically 
identical because  of the  larger average  size of owned  holdings 
in the  202.4 ha and  over category. 
However,  such  a  classification fails  to  take  into account 
two  vitally important  aspects  of farm  tenure  in the UK.  The 
first is that  a  large proportion of the  land  (40 per cent  in 
England  and Wales  in  1977)  is farmed  in holdings  that are  a 
mixture  of owner-occupied  and  rented land,  a  tenure  category 
which is of greater importance  among  the  larger holdings  and 
which has  increased since  1950  (Hill,  1974).  :Mixed  tenure is 
now  the most  co~non form  of tenure  among holdings  of  121.5 ha 
and  over.  The  growth in numbers  of mixed  holdings  of over 
202.4 ha  in official statistics over the  1960s  reveals  the 
important  role played by mixing tenures  in the  structural adjust-
ment  processes  of UK  agriculture.  However,  official statistics 
also  suggest  that there has  been no  increase in the  share of 
the total area accounted for  by  mixed  tenure holdings  since 
1975  (see Table I.B.4). 
The  second,  and  more  fundamental,  aspect  of tenure studies 
is that  a  classification into land  owner-occupied  and  land 
rented  (giving  a  three-category farm  business classification)  is 
far  too  coarse to differentiate between the  many varieties of 
intra-family land-holding arrangements  employed  in achieving 
satisfactory inter-generation business  and  land transfers  and 
tax planning  on  the score of both wealth and  income.  Official 
31 statistics, based  on  census  returns,  purport  to  show  the legal 
{de  jure)  pattern of tenure  so  that,  for  example,  a  farming 
partnership of father  and  son renting land  from  the father 
should return its land as  rented.  However,  a  major  purpose  of 
such an arrangement,  which  is  common  in the  UK  particularly on 
larger farms,  is to minimise  the  incidence of capital taxation 
on  inter-generation land transfers;  for most  practical purposes, 
and  in particular for capital investment  policy,  farms  under 
such arrangements  act  as  owner-occupied.  Although  a  wide 
spectrum of de  jure tenancy relationships are  found  to exist 
within families,  to classify most  of them with the  'regular' 
arrangements,  in which  farm  landlord and  farm  tenant are clearly 
independent  of each  other,  is to understate the proportion of 
de  facto  owner-occupation. 
Table I.B.4 
Distribution of holdings  by  total area 
and  number  according to  tenure.  England 
and  Wales  selected years  1950-1977 
Year  Entirely  Entirely  Entirely 
rented  Mixed  owner- rented  Mixed 
occupied 
Entirely 
owner-
occupied 
%  Total holdings  %  Total area 
1950  48.7  14.8  36.5 
1960  37.1  15.6  47.3  41 .6  21 ·7  36.7 
1970  30.7  23.1  46.2  32.7  32.7  34.6 
1975  25.5  30.5  44.0  27.3  40.8  31.9 
1976  24.7  29.5  45.8  27.0  40.1  32.9 
1977  24.3  28.6  47.1  26.6  39.7  33.7 
Source:  Northfield,  1979. 
Harrison  (1975)  has  presented  a  de  facto distribution of 
farms  (as  opposed  to holdings)  in England  for  1969.  It is shown 
in Table I.B.6.  Numerically the largest single group  was  Olvner-
occupiers,  but  by far  the  most  important  in terms  of land area 
was  the mixed-tenure  group  which  accounted for  43  per cent  of 
the total area of crops  and  grass.  Apart  from  the smallest 
area group,  the percentage of farms  which were  owner-occupied 
was  of a  similar order for all sizes  of farms  whereas  the pro-
portion of de  facto  rented farms  £ell with increasing farm size. 
Mixed-tenure  rose in importance with  farm  size and  was  the 
commonest  form  of tenure  on  farms  of over 40.5 ha.  In compari-
son with the closest available official statistics (for  1970), 
Harrison's distribution shows  a  marked  reduction in the numeri-
cal  importance  of rented farms,  especially in the larger size 
32 Table I.B.5 
Number  and  area of  size of 
hold  in 
Holding Size  Owned  or mainly  owned 
Group  No 
cfo  (Total area). 
Acres  Hectares  •ooo 
Area 
cfo 
•ooo  acres  •ooo  ha 
Under  5  Under  2.02  12.4  70.9  20.6  12.0  66.7 
5- 49-it- 2.02-19.9  53.2  64.8 
50-499-it- 20.2-202.0  72.1  57·7 
1,139.0  461.0  61.9 
11,279.2  4,564.6  55-3 
500  &  202.4 &  6.9  50.6  10,543.0  4,266.7  55.1 
over  over 
Total  22,990.8  9,304.3  55-5 
Holding Size  Tenanted  or mainly tenanted 
Group 
(Total area)  No  % 
Area  %  Acres  Ha  1000  •ooo  acres  •ooo  ha 
Under  5  Under  2.02  5.1  29.1  14.8  6.0  33·3 
5- 49t  2.02-19.9  28.9  35.2  702.5  284.3  38.1 
50-499-t  20.2  -202.0  52.8  42.3  9,118.2  3,690.1  44.7 
500  &  202.4 &  6.7  49.4  8,587.2  3,475.2  44.9 
over  over 
Total  93·5  39-3  18,422.7  7,455.6  44.5 
Holding Size  Total Holdings  Group 
(Total  area}  No  Area 
Acres  Ha  1""0'00  •ooo  acres  •ooo  ha 
Under  5  Under  2.02  17.5  44.4  18.0 
5- 49t  2.02- 19.9  82.1  1,841.5  745.2 
50-499-t  20.2  -202.0  124.9  20,397.4  8,254.7 
500  &  202.4 &  13.6  19'  130.1  7,741.9 
over  over 
Total  238.2  41,413.5  16,759.8 
1  Great Britain only  (practically all land in Northern Ireland 
is owner-occupied  according to Official statistics, but,  see 
page  30) 
Note:  Mean  size of holdings  in the 500 acre  (202.4 ha)  and  over 
size group: 
Owned  or mainly  owned 
1528  acres 
618.4 ha 
Source:  MAFF,  1977a. 
33 
Rented  or mainly rented 
1282  acres 
518.82  ha Table I.B.6. 
Distribution of all farms  b~ area of croEs 
and grass  and  tenure.  Raised figures, 
England  1262 
Tenure 
! 
~  Size  B;rOUJ2  Numbers  ~  Area  grouE 
ha  (acres) 
20.2  (under  Wholly  owned  37,950  23.5  67.7 
50)  Mixed-tenure  7,425  4.6  13.2 
Wholly rented  10,725  6.6  19.1 
100.0 
20.2- (50  - lvholly  Olmed  10,725  6.6  29.5 
40.1  99) 
~lixed-t  enure  8,250  5.1  22.7 
l'lholly rented  17,325  10.7  47.7 
100.0 
40.5- ( 100- Wholly  owned  13' 172  8.1  26.5  121 .1  299) 
Mixed-tenure  21 '479  13.3  43.3 
Wholly rented  14,980  9.3  30.2 
100.0 
121.5- (300- Wholly  owned  3,556  2.2  30.0 
202.0  499)  !Ylixed-t enure  4,821  3.0  40.7 
\vholly rented  3,477  2.1  29.3 
100.0 
202.4- (500- lvholly  owned  1 ,960  1.2  32.2 
404.5  999)  Nixed-tenure  3'  193  2.0  52.5 
l'lholly rented  934  0.6  15.3 
100.0 
4ol~.  9  (1,000  Wholly  owned  627  0  .l~  35.8 
and  and  1-1ixed-t  enure  956  o.6  54.5  over  over) 
l'iholly rented  171  0.1  9.7 
100.0 
.All  sizes  lvholly  owned  67,990  42.0 
~1ixed-t  enure  46' 124  28.5 
lfholly rented  47,612  29.5 
All sizes  All  tenures  161,726  100.0 
Source:  Harrison,  1975· 
34 groups,  and  a  27  per cent greater area of land  in farms  of 
mixed  tenure. 
A  study of farms  of 405  ha and  over in East Anglia  (Rose, 
New·by,  Saunders  &  Bell,  1977)  goes  so  far as  to call official 
tenure statistics in this size group  a  1fiction 1 •  When  classify-
ing was  by  de  .jure  tenure,  the proportion of owner-occupied  land 
was  between  32  per  cent  and  48  per  cent  (depending  on  the  county 
in question),  whereas  when  classifying was  on  a  de  facto basis 
the figures  rose  to  between  65  per  cent  and  76  per cent.  Further-
more,  the  study points  out  a  fundamental  ambiguity in the 
instructions  accompanying  the postal census.  Evidence  trucen 
from Hill and Kempson  (1975)  supports Harrison's  findings  that 
this de  .jure/de  facto  problem is by no  means  restricted to  the 
large  farms,  although it is among  these that are  found  the  most 
complex,  almost  baroque  combinations  of partnerships,  private 
companies,  family trusts and  other arrangements. 
Further evidence  of  the  general understatement  of the 
importance  of OHner-occupation in the  land  tenure pattern shown 
by official statistics comes  from  a  detailed survey of the \fyre 
Forest  area of Herefordshire  and liorcestershire undertaken by 
1--!AFF  (Lund  & Slater,  1978).  Even  on  the basis  of the :r.Iinistry1s 
own  tenure definition,  farmers  w·ere  found  to have  returned too 
small  an area as  owner-occupied  in the  annual June  Census  and 
correcting for this raised the proportion of owner-occupied 
land  from  64  per cent  to  69  per cent.  However,  the  occupier 
and  members  of his family were  found  to have  an  ownership  interest 
in some  80  per cent  of the  land area included  in the  survey. 
Clearly intra-family renting agreements  can,  if interpreted in 
a  narrow legal manner,  produce  a  grossly misleading tenure 
pattern.  In Scotland,  although not  currently elsewhere  in 
Great  Britain,  information is collected  for official statis-
tics  on  tenancies  between  close relations,  and  about  8  per 
cent  of all land there falls  in this category.  Scotland too 
has  in its llighland  counties  a  type  of tenure  (crafting),  not 
found  in England  and  Wales,  which  contains  elements  of both 
renting and  of owner-occupation  (see Section III.B). 
The  into the Ac  uisition and 
Occupancy of A~ricultural Land  the Northfield Committee),  set 
up  by the  UK  Government  in 1977,  found itself unable  to  judge 
precisely the ratio between rented  and  owner-occupied land,  but 
came  to the  conclusion that at least  60  per cent  and  possibly 
65  per cent  of the agricultural area of Great Britain was 
'owner-occupied'  in the broadest  sense  (either farmed  in hand 
through managers,  through partnerships  or farming  companies, 
or farmed  by the  owner  or his family directly).  The  remaining 
35  to  40  per cent  was,  on  the Committee  1 s  best  estimate·,  let 
commercially  (Northfield,  1979). 
The  most  striking feature  of any discussion of land tenure 
in this  country is, regrettably,  that the  complex structure of 
farm  occupancy is incapable of being fitted adequately into the 
current  inflexible pattern of official statistics. 
35 Business  form 
Tenure  and business  form  are linked,  partly as  part of the 
pursuit of tax planning.  However,  because  they tend to be  small 
in terms  of labour force,  output  and  working capital  (although 
by no  means  small when  the value  of land is included),farms  tend 
to  employ  the simplest business  forms.  Thus,  in a  survey of 
English farming  in  1969,  Harrison  (1975)  found  that  67  per cent 
were  sole proprietorships,  27  per  cent partnerships  and  4.2 per 
cent private companies;  only 0.8 per cent were  public  companies 
and  a  further 0.6 per cent  had  other business  forms  (Prisons, 
remand  schools  and  similar institutions).  Figures  of the  same 
order were  supplied by  the Inland Revenue  to the Agriculture EDC 
as  part  of the latter's study of the  impact  of taxation(Agricul-
ture EDC,1978).  They were: 
1968-9 
1972-3 
Sole trader  Partnership 
19% 
2~ 
Private & Public 
Company 
2.3% 
2.2% 
Harrison found  a  clear link between business  form  and  size of 
farm with proprietorships restricted very largely to  the  smaller 
units,  partnerships tending to be  employed  for larger-sized 
businesses  and  companies  being largest of all.  (See Table I.B.7). 
Private farming  companies  in general differed little from 
partnerships  except  in their taxation characteristics.  They 
were  hardly ever  employed  to recruit either management  or risk 
capital into the industry that  could not have been equally well 
recruited by  a  partnership.  Overall,  97.5  per cent  of farms, 
small  and  large alike,  proved  to  be  genuinely family businesses 
in the  sense that all the principals  (where  there was  more  than 
one,  and  taking partnerships  and private companies  together) 
were  closely related by blood  or marriage.  A  more  recent esti-
mate  coming  from  the  1975  EEC  Structure Survey is that  94.1  per 
cent  of holdings were  sole proprietorships,  partnerships  or 
private  (and  characteristically family)  companies  (~~F,1979). 
Such figures  reflect the general inability of persons  who  lack 
strong and  tangible links with the  industry from  following 
careers as  farmers. 
In Scotland in the late 1960s  (Wagstaff,1970),  only 1.4 
per  cent  of  'full-time', that is having a  labour requirement  of 
over  100  smds  and  employing at least  one  full-time worker, 
holdings  were  occupied by  companies  whose  major interests lay 
outside  farming,  or by social institutions such as hospitals 
and  schools,  where  capital and  entrepreneurship could be 
channelled in from  outside  farming.  They were biased towards 
the larger farms. 
The  very large  farm  in the  UK 
A  feature  of UK  farms  is the  existence of a  group  of over 
405  ha  (1,000 acres),in more  recent official statistics taken 
as  500  ha and  over  (1,236  acres).  Evidence  on  their numerical 
importance is neither as  readily available,  nor as reliable,  as 
the attention that  they receive in the  farming press  would  seem 
to  imply.  One  novel  and major  development  has  been the  growth 
36 Table I.B.7 
Distribution of farms  based  on  areas of crops 
and  grass  and business  forms.  Raised figures, 
England  1969 
Size  grou12  Business  form 
ha  (acres} 
Under  (Under  50)  Proprietorships  28.1 
20.2  Partnerships  5.1 
Private Co's  1.0 
Public Co's  and Institutions  o.s 
20.2- (50  - 99)  Proprietorships  15.8 
40.1  Partnerships  6.1 
Private Co's 
Public Co's  and Institutions  0.5 
40.5- ( 100-299)  Proprietorships  18.3 
121 .1  Partnerships  11 .o 
Private Co's  1 • 1 
Public Co's  and Institutions  0.2 
121.5- (300-499)  Proprietorships  3.0 
202.0  Partnerships  3.4 
Private Co's  0.9 
Public Co's  and Institutions  0.1 
202.4- (500-999)  Proprietorships  1.6 
404.5  Partnerships  1.  3 
Private Co's  0.8 
Public Co's  and Institutions  o.o4 
404.9  &  (1,000  Proprietorships  0.2 
over  and  over)  Partnerships  0.5 
Private Co's  0.4 
Public Co's  and Institutions  o.o4 
100. ( 08) 
Source:  Harrison,  1975· 
of large-scale farms  through the acquisition of land by specialist 
land management  companies  for individual and  group  investors 
wishing to  combine  some  measure  of the  sharing of profits  from 
farming with capital gains  from appreciating land values.  How-
ever,  the policies and  problems  of these  few  rapidly expanding, 
much  publicised,  large-scale farming businesses  can by no  means 
be  taken as  indicating the  general  characteristics of farms  in 
this size group  (Rosen,  1976). 
Official statistics are particularly suspect  at this  end 
of the size spectrum and  the numbers  of large holdings  quoted in 
them  are  an understatement  of the real figures  with problems  of 
the definition of a  farm  becoming critical.  Generally,  however, 
37 numbers  appear to be  increasing.  Over the period  1968-75 hold-
ings  of 405  ha  and  over  {total area)  in England  and Wales  rose 
steadily from  1686  to  2356  and  those  of 811  ha and  over  from  317 
to  428  (see Table I.B.8).  Whereas  in  1968  holdings  of 405  ha 
and  over in England  and  Wales  accounted for  10.1  per cent  of the 
total farmed  area,  by  1975  the figure  had risen to  14.1  per· cent. 
A  change  to ha breaks  the series at  1975  but  the  trend  seems  to 
be  continuing:  in  1977  there were  1466  holdings  of more  than 
500  ha  occupying  some  1185  thousand ha  (10.8 per cent  of the 
total area). When  rough grazing is  excluded,  there  were  in 
England  and  \vales  in  1977  913  holdings  of 500 ha and  over of 
crops  and  grass  (0.5  per cent  of the  total numbers)  occupying 
676  thousand ha  (7.1  per cent  of the total area of crops  and 
grass). 
Table I.B.8 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
Source: 
Numbers  of and areas  occupied by very large 
farms.  England  and \vales,  1968-77 
Numbers  of holdings  Area  of England  and  Wales 
o:f  total area  in holdings  o:f  405  ha  and 
over 
405-810  ha  811  ha  Per cent  and  over 
1369  317  10.1 
1413  323  10.5 
1656  364  12.1 
1736  379  12.7 
1811  386  13.1 
1838  393  13.3 
1903  421  13.9 
1928  428  14.1 
500-699 ha  700  ha and  over  500 ha and  over 
807  644  10.6 
817  649  10.8 
~aFF, A~ieultural Statistics, various years. 
An  alternative criterion of size,  relevant if man  manage-
ment  is seen as  a  limiting factor to the efficiency of large 
:farms,  is the size of the  labour force.  There is evidence that, 
in an  industrial setting,  a  labour force  of up  to thirty members 
can act  as  a  'primary group'  where  each member  makes  contact with 
every other member  (Ingham,  1970),  although greater spatial dis-
persal may  make  this :figure  inappropriate to  :farming.  Very  :few 
British farms  appear to approach  even remotely the size of 
organisation where  sheer numbers  of workers  are likely to  cause 
communications  problems.  Moreover,  the division of labour is 
:far less advanced  in most  :farming systems  than in industrial 
organisations,  so  :farm workers  stand to gain more  satisfaction 
through exercising control  over processes  and  events  and  through the variety of occupation inherent  in the nature of farming 
(Gasson,  1966). 
Table I.B.9 
Numbers  of holdings  and  numbers  of workers  by 
size of workforce.  England  and  Wales  1970,1973 
and  1977 
1970 
No.of holdings 
No.of workers 
%  holdings 
% workers 
1973 
No.of' holdings 
No .·of workers 
~b  holdings 
%  workers 
1977 
No.of' holdings 
No.of' workers 
% holdings 
%  workers 
Source:  NA.FF, 
Whole-time hired 
male  workers 
10-14  15-19  20+ 
1163  443  596 
13432  7366  20834 
2.2  0.8  1 • 1 
8.7  4.8  13.5 
1 1 1 1  385  513 
12842  6432  18547 
2.3  0.8  1.0 
9.1  4.5  13. 1 
989  354  441 
11401  5898  15861 
2.3  0.8  1.0 
9.0  4.6  12.5 
1978d. 
Whole-time  regular 
workers 
10-14  15-19  20+ 
n.a  n.a  n.a 
n.a  n.a  n.a 
n.a  n.a  n.a 
n.a  n.a  n.a 
1246  443  620 
14398  7417  25493 
2.5  0.9  1.2 
9·3  4.8  16.4 
1116  419  534 
12863  6995  21590 
1.  8  0.7  0.8 
7.6  4.1  12.8 
In  1977  only  534 holdings  (0.8 per cent  of' all holdings  in 
England  and Wales)  employed  20  or more  whole-time  regularworkers 
although they accounted for  12.8 per cent  of'  the  labour force; 
this represents  a  relatively large decline  in holding numbers 
from  620 holdings  employing  on  that  scale in  1973  (see Table 
I.B.9).  The  series is longer for holdings with  20  or more  full-
time hired male  workers  and  the fall in numbers  is less marked 
(from  596  holdings  forming  1.1  per  cent  of all holdings  and 
employing  13.5 per cent  of total labour in  1970  to  441  holdings 
forming  1.0 per cent  of holdings  and  employing  12.5 per cent  of 
labour in 1977).  Although  the number  of holdings  employing  10 
or more  men  has  also fallen :from  2202  to  1784  over the  1'970-7 
period they still represent  only 4.1  per cent  of' holdings  and 
employ  almost  the  same  fraction of the  labour force  (27  per 
cent  in  1970  and  26  per cent  in 1977).  In  summary it appears 
that the number  of holdings  employing  large labour forces  (large, 
that is, in an agricultural context)  is declining in absolute 
terms  but  in  1977  they represented about  the  same  share of 
numbers  of holdings  and  only a slightly lower  share of the labour 
force  compared with  1970. 
Large  labour forces  are associated with farms  with large 
39 surface areas  although the link is not  simple.  In  1977  less 
than half  (43  per  cent)  of the holdings  of 700 ha and  over had 
20  or more  full-time workers  although most  (83  per cent)  had at 
least  10.  However,  almost  a  quarter of holdings with 20  wo~kers 
or more  were  below  50 ha.  The  most  rapidly increasing type  of 
large farm  seems  to be  that with less  than  20  men. 
Some  comment  on  the relative efficiency of very large 
farms  is appropriate here,although this means  anticipating the 
more  detailed discussion of efficiency contained in Section II.A. 
As .users  of national resources,  farms  of more  than  405  ha 
cannot  be  shown  conclusively to be markedly better or worse  than 
medium-sized  farms  except  possibly in Scotland where  some 
falling off in efficiency is apparent  in farms  of more  than 
3000  smd  (approximating to  an  8-man  labour force).  A  major 
handicap  in assessing relative performance at this  end  of the 
size spectrum is the  small number  of such  farms  in the  primary 
source of data for most  efficiency studies,  the MAFF  Farm 
Nanagement  Survey;  in  1973  there were  only 88  farms  of 405  ha 
and  over  (total area)  in the  FMS  spread  over  a  wide  range  of 
farming  types.  However,  any  estimation of the efficiency of the 
very largest  farms  is irrelevant  to  the  formation  of agricultur-
al policy because  the  circumstances which  lead to their creation 
and  the characteristics of their present  management  tend to be 
unique.  Even if they  could  be  shown  to  be  markedly  more 
efficient,  the quality of management  they require is so high 
that  there· is serious  doubt  whether  the  occupiers  of smaller 
farms,  if enabled  to  grow,  would be  capable  of emulating them. 
In addition,  the physical  conditions necessary to make  farms  of 
more  than  700  ha technically feasible  to  operate are probably 
restricted to' certain farming  systems  in particular locations. 
On  the  other hand,  the  absence  of any  marked  inferiority in 
efficiency excludes  the  need  for any active policy to break up 
existing large units  or to prevent  the  creation o:f  new  ones  on  the 
grounds  of achieving  a  better utilisation of national resources. 
But,  if the goal were  to  increase national output,  a  stronger 
case  could be  made;  farms  of 405  ha and  over  in each farming 
type  produce,  on  average,  lower  outputs  per ha  than medium  farms 
of the  same  type,  although using lower quantities  of total in-
puts per ha to  do  so.  To  achieve  a  rate of output  similar to 
that  of medium-sized  equivalents  the large  farms  would,  o:f 
course,  require more  inputs  and it is by no  means  certain that 
their managements  could  cope  with the  increased intensity of 
operation. Additionally,  judged  on their present  intensity of 
land use,  any  increase in the real cost  of the  land input  would 
affect the performance  o:f  the largest  farms  disproportionally 
severely. 
Work  in East Anglia  over  the  mid-1970s  by  a  team of rural 
sociologists  :from Essex University has  proved to be  a  valuable 
source  of information,  not  only with regard to  the very large 
farms  which were their prime  consideration,  but  also  a  sample 
of farms  of all sizes  drawn  from  44  parishes which acted as  a 
'control'  (Newby  et al,1978).  One  striking finding was  the 
attitudes proprietors  of large  farms  displayed  towards  expansion 
and their assessments  of the existence of  economies  or dis-
economies  of large size.  Some  68  per cent  of farmers  in the 
40· 405  ha and  over  sample  said they would  expand  the size of farm 
if they had  the opportunity  (65  per cent  in the all-size sample). 
The  reasons  given for the desire for  expansion were diverse,  but 
the more  efficient use of resources  was  the single most  frequent-
ly quoted reason(19.4 per cent  of responses).  Among  smaller farms 
this reason was  particularly prominent  (41.7  per cent  of reasons 
in the 44-parish sample).  Although the attitude of both groups 
to the advantages  and  disadvantages  of large size were  closely 
similar,  the remoteness  and  loss of control associated with 
large-size was  seen as  a  disadvantage by  almost half of all the 
large farmers  {49.5 per cent  of respondents  of 405  ha  and  over 
as  opposed  to  29.8 per cent  among  the 44-parish,  all farms 
sample).  Whatever  the general  experience of problems  associated 
with large-scale farming,  including capital taxation,  they 
seemed not  sufficient to deter the wish to  expand  further.  The 
extent  to which this desire  flows  from  an anticipated capital 
gain  from  landownership is not  clear,  but  the already large farm 
seems  to be  in a  highly advantageous  position to achieve at least 
modest  expansion through renting or purchase either by virtue of 
the greater size of its income,  the  strength of its capital base 
and borrowing position (especially in the  case  of Olvner-occupa-
tion)  or the training of its management. 
I.e The  distribution of landownership 
While statistics on  farm  size and  tenure  in the:UK  are 
generally available,  although subject  to criticism,  some  of 
which is central and  damaging,  information  on  landownership is 
scanty in the  extreme.  Yet it might not  be unreasonable  to 
suppose that,  without  a  knowledge  of landownership in both 
static and  dynamic  terms,  far reaching capital taxes  like 
Capital Gains Tax,  Capital Transfer Tax  or Wealth Tax  would 
never be  contemplated.  This  is not  so,  for  our knowledge  of 
who  owns  what  is restricted to very broad estimates  of the total 
areas held by  only the most  general  categories  of owners  and 
lacks  much  of the details,  such as  the size distribution of 
estates within categories,  which are vital to the use  of such 
data for policy purposes.  Moreover,  such  information as  is 
available  on  a  national scale results not  from  a  systematic 
approach based  on  either a  universe,  as  is the annual  MAFF  June 
Census  of significant farming activity,  or,  from  random  samples 
of land parcels,  but  from  a  number  of ad hoc  studies of known 
landowners  incorporating in  some  cases  'samples'  which are 
inevitably biased.  The  Land Registry in England  and Wales  is 
incapable of supplying useful  information because  of its in-
completeness  and  the nature of the  information collected;  a 
broadly similar situation exists in Scotland although it is 
understood that the Department  of Agriculture and Fisheries 
for Scotland  (DAFS)  is in process  of establishing a  register 
of landowners  for statistical purposes.  Powers  to  permit  ~~FF 
in England  and  Wales  to collect data  on  landownership have  long 
been granted,  but  only recently has  the Ministry exercised  them; 
even  these activities have been restricted to  a  small geographi-
cal area and  to  landolvners  who  have  co-operated voluntarily. 
Evidence  to the Northfield Committee  from  several quarters 
persuaded it to  recommend  ways  of  improving the  information 
available  on  landownership,  including in the  long run  a  full 
41 system of land registration.  In the  shorter run it suggested· 
that,  among  other alternatives,  there  should be  an  extension of 
the  annual  June  Census  in England  and  Wales  along the lines 
developed  in Scotland. 
If this were  done  the  Census  would still remain primarily 
one  of production,  moreover it is quite clear that,  at present, 
it is not  of  a  form  which  takes  into account  the  complexities  of 
ownership  and  occupancy,  many  of which  are  important  to agricul-
tural and wider  economic  and  social policies. 
While  the Northfield Report  (1979)  contains little new  in-
formation  on  landownership,  it is convenient  to present its best 
estimate of the  broad  landownership pattern in Great  Britain, 
drawn  from  a  variety of disparate origins,  before proceeding to 
a  more  detailed  examination of the  primary  sources  of information. 
Once  again Northern Ireland is treated separately. 
Landownership  in Great  Britain 
The  Northfield Committee's  estimates  of the  ownership  of 
agricultural land in Great Britain  (1978)  by  category of owner 
is shown  in Table I.C.1a. They  concluded  that private individuals, 
companies  and  trusts  together  owned  90.3 per cent  of the agricul-
tural area and within this  category  (although not  indicated in 
the  table)  trusts were  associated with the  ownership  of large 
areas  of let land,  while  sole  and  joint ownership were  predomin-
ant  in the  case  of smaller  owner-occupied holdings.  Of  the total, 
overseas nationals were  thought  to hold  some  200,000  to  300,000 
ha or  just over  1  per cent  of the agricultural land in Great 
Britain.  Of  the  9.7 per cent  of agricultural  land not  in the 
Olmership  of individuals,  companies  or trusts,  mos~8.5 per 
cent  of the total)  was  concluded  to  be held by  a  wide variety of 
types  of public  institutions  including Central  and  Local Govern-
ment.  Some  of these  owners,  notably the  Crown,  Church  and  colleges 
of Oxford  and  Cambridge Universities,  hav~ been  owners  of agricul-
tural land for  many  hundreds  of years;  the  overwhelming majority 
of their land is let to  tenant  farmers  and  the net rent  forms  part 
of the institutions'  investment  income  used,  in the  case  of the 
Church  of England,  to  support  the  incomes  of clergy.  Other insti-
tutions,  such as  Central Government  departments  and nationalised 
industries,  hold agricultural land primarily as  a  necessary 
adjunct  to  their operational requirements;  the Ministry of 
Defence  (111,073 ha),  the National Coal  Board  (49,393 ha in  1977) 
and  Regional Water Authorities  (118,730 ha in  1976)  are major 
landholders  in this  category and  again nearly all is let. A  third 
type  of institution holds  agricultural land as  part of government 
past policy for  the  creation of tenanted smallholdings;  in England 
and Wales  this function  is performed  primarily by Local Authorities 
while  in Scotland the Secretary of State is responsible;  together, 
these let smallholdings  account  for  193,201  ha  (177,201  in England 
and  Wales  and  16,000 ha  in the  lowlands  of Scotland)  with  a  fur-
ther  154,000 ha  in the Scottish highlands,  most  of the latter 
being in the  form  of crofts  and  with  common  grazing an  important 
constituent.  Public  ownership  of land is broken  down  into its 
various  forms  in Table I.C.1b. 
42 Table  I .c.  1  a 
Agricultural  landownership  in Great 
Britain  1978 
Category of owner 
Private individuals, 
companies  and  trusts 
Area  owned 
ha 
(of which holdings  by 
foreign nationals)  0.2-0.3M 
'Financial'  institutions 215,000  0.2M 
(of which 
Insurance  companies  & 
Property bonds 
Pension  funds 
Property Unit Trusts 
'Traditional' 
institutions 
Central Government 
depts. 
Local Authorities 
Statutory agencies 
and nationalised 
industries 
The  Crown 
Religious 
institutions 
Higher  educational 
establishments 
Conservation 
authorities 
59% 
22% 
19~6  ) 
462,000 
365,000 
225,000 
164,000 
70,000 
98,000 
132,000 
1,516,000  1.5M 
All  Olvners  17.  7M 
Source:  Northfield,  1979. 
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2.60 
2.05 
1.25 
0.90 
0.40 
0.55 
0.75 
Proportion of 
total 
90.3 
(c.1.0) 
1 .2 
8.5 
100.0 Table  I .c .1b 
Agricultural landownership by  the public 
sector in Great  Britain,  1978 
*  Forestry Commission  (Agricultural 
land)(1977) 
England  and  Wales  26,500) 
Scotland  113,900) 
Minister of Agriculture 
(in England  and  Wales) 
·  Farm  Settlements Estates 
. (smallholdings) 
Land  Settlement Assoc. 
(holdings  under glass) 
Experimental husbandry 
2,600) 
1 '920~ 
5,000~ 
2,400 
140,040 ! 
~ 
:farms  etc. 
Miscellaneous 
(Unaccounted** 
12,047 
127) 
Secretary o:f  State :for  Scotland 
Department  of  Agriculture & Fisheries 
for Scotland 
( 1977) 
Lowland  smallholdings  16,000~ 
Highlands  (mainly cro:fts 
~ 
~ 
) 
(1977))  154,000} 
(Other**  8,  925) 
Other departments  o:f 
180,286  ~ 
the Scottish O:ffice  1,361) 
Secretary of State :for Wales 
Snowdon 
Ministry  o:f  Defence 
Home  O:f:fice  (1977) 
Department  o:f  Industry 
Department  o:f  Health & Social 
Security  (1976) 
Local Authorities 
Statutory smallholdings  (E  &  W) 
5,349 
111,673 
4,646 
1,410 
6,592 
~ 
) 
~ 
~ 
) 
( 1977) 
County Councils  (1976) 
District Councils  (1976) 
Scottish Regional  & Island 
Councils  (1976} 
172,681  ~ 
31,154 
84,728 
New  Towns  (1976} 
Nationalised Industries  and  Statutory 
Agencies 
National Coal  Board  (1977) 
Regional  Water Authorities  (1976} 
Natura1  Environment  Research 
Council 
Agricultural Research Council 
Central Electricity Generating 
R~ard (1977) 
{Others  ** 
59,960 
16,336 
*  title to  land held by Central Government 
**  by subtraction 
Source:  Derived  :from  Northfield,  1979. 
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~ 
Central 
Government 
c.  462,000 ha 
2.6% agricultural 
area  o:f  Great 
Britain 
Local 
Government 
c.  365,000 ha 
2%  agricultural 
area  o:f  Great 
Britain 
Nationalised 
Industries  and 
Statutory 
Agencies 
c.  225,000 ha 
1.25% agricultural 
area  o:f  Great 
Britain A  :fourth  type  _o:f  institutio:t:l  is  repr:esented  by  the 
Financial Institutions,  a  group  o:f  private corporate bodies 
consisting primarily  o:f  insurance  companies  and  pension  :funds 
or closely related organisations. This  type  o:f  owner has  received 
much  attention during recent years  leading to  the setting up  by 
the Government  of the Northfield inquiry,  because  o:f  the appar-
ent rapidity with which  their share  o:f  the  total landholding has 
been  acquired;  in recent years  they have  accounted  :for  a  sub-
stantial minority of the let land  changing  ownership  (28.5  per 
cent  in  1977  according to Inland Revenue  statistics)  but  prob-
ably less  than 5  per cent  in the larger market  for  land with 
vacant  possession.  Nevertheless  in total they still own  only 
1.2 per cent  of the agricultural area of Great  Britain (1.9  per 
cent  of the area  o:f  crops  and  grass  and  some  it is thought  in 
Northern Ireland).  Insofar as  their motive  for holding land is 
to  generate  income  they are like many  traditional semi-public 
landowning institutions.  However  their view  of land  as  an 
investment  is longer  term  and  with the  growth  in recent years 
of the number  and  size of superannuation schemes  there has  been 
a  steady flow  of money  seeking investment  and  fund  managers 
have  seen land as  an asset  with  long-term growth prospects  in 
rental  income  and  capital value  which  matched  their long-term 
liabilities.  Nevertheless,  land  is  only  one  of a  range  of 
possible  investments  and  of relatively minor  importance  in 
their portfolio although their purchases  are large relative 
to  the  size  o:f  the  land market.  The  Northfield Committee 
concludes  that financial  institutions that have  bought  land 
in recent years  expect  that  eventually  3  per cent  or  l~ss of 
their assets will be  in the  form  of agricultural land,-although 
the proportion of :funds  currently being invested  could  be higher 
in the  short  and  medium  term. 
A  relatively detailed knowledge  at national  level about 
the  landholdings  of :financial  institutions  and  public  and  semi-
public bodies  can  obscure  the fact  that  together they account 
:for less than  10  per  cent  of the total agricultural area. 
However,  capital taxation either does  not  apply to  them at all 
or they are given special  tax status  and  so  are  regarded with 
some  envy  by private  owners  who  own  the remaining nine-tenths 
of land.  Very little is known  about  whether  they are  single 
persons,  joint owners,  family trusts  or  companies  or about  the 
size distribution of their estates,  two  of a  range  of pieces 
of information which  might  be  considered vital knowledge  on 
which  to base agricultural,  :fiscal and  social policies.  For 
a  more  detailed picture of landownership  - even if an  inade-
quate  one  - it is necessary to  review the  primary sources  of 
information. 
With  the  exception of  (v)  below,  studies of landownership 
have  concentrated  on  the  owners  of estates consisting o:f  tenan-
ted  farms,  although  some  land  farmed  by  the  estates  themselves 
(in hand)  will have  been  covered.  The  most  recent  primary 
sources  of information  on  the  ownership  of rented  land are:-
(i)  a  non-random  survey undertaken  on behalf of the Economic 
Development  Committee  :for  the Agricultural Industry relating to 
England  and  Wales  in  1976  (Agriculture  EDC,  1977).  This  study 
was  similar to  two  extensive  inquiries made  over the years  1952-
58  by  the University of Cambridge  which  remain  the  most  recent 
45 data source for  some  aspects  of landownership.  (Denman,1957 
and  Denman  & Stewart,  1959). 
(ii)  a  non-random  survey of 01mership units  above  405  ha  i~ 
England  and Wales  with interest focussed  on  the use of trusts 
by agricultural landolmers  (Abecassis,1978).  The  results of 
this work  are discussed in Section II.C.(c). 
(iii)  a  study of landowning by public  and  semi-public institu-
tions  in the  UK  (Harrison, Tranter &  Gibbs  1977).  Parts  of 
this  study were  updated  and  extended by the  Con~ittee of Inguiry 
into the Ac  uisition and  01mershi  of A  ricultural Land 
Northfield,1979  • 
(iv)  a  survey relating to  1975  by  the Scottish Landolmers 1 
Federation based  on its membership  and  quoted in a  discussion 
paper  from  the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. 
According to  the Agriculture  EDC,  although this survey provides 
a  great  amount  of previously unknolm  information about  how· 
(Scottish)  land is  owned  and  used,  it is difficult to raise to 
an aggregate,  national level. 
(v)  a  study of large estates  in Scotland involving measure-
ment  of their areas  from  1  inch Ordinance  Survey maps.  The 
boundaries  of these estates were  mapped  in the  early  1970s  in 
consultation with their Olmers  (NcEwen,  1977). 
(vi)  a  survey by  MAFF  of landownership  in the \'lyre  Forest 
district of Hereford and lvorcester during the first half of  1978 
mainly to assess the feasibility of a  national survey provides 
valuable  information by  attempting  a  complete  coverage,  although 
it relates  to  a  restricted area. 
The  EDC  survey  of landownership  in England  and  Wales  was 
conducted  through the  AMC.  Land  agents  who  were  members  of the 
Corporation's  panel  of valuers  and  other agents  were  asked to 
supply information  on  a  confidential basis  about  their clients 
without  disclosing identities.  Although  the  survey covered 
about  18  per cent  of the total  tenanted  land  in England  and 
Wales  and  only slightly less  of the  estimated total estate 
numbers,  the results must  be  viewed  in the light of the  manner 
in which  the  sample  was  selected. 
The  EDC  survey results  (Tables  I.C.2  and I.C.J)  reveal  a 
complexity rather similar to  that  in the  owner-occupied  farming 
sector in that  a  number  of estates,  which appeared  to  the rest 
of the world  to be  single units,  in reality consisted of more 
than  one  ownership unit,  e.g.  an  individual  landowner,  a  dis-
cretionary trust  and  a  family  limited  company.  Although the 
extent  of this multiplicity of ownership units  cannot  be  judged 
precisely, it is evident  that it was  present not  only in the 
case  of large estates  (4,046 ha  and  over)  but  extended also 
through  the size spectrum to  estates below  202.4 ha.  In 
addition there were  instances  where  one  ownership unit held 
more  than  one  estate in different parts  of the  country.  Clearly 
the description of an estate as  1land  owned  and  managed  as  a 
single unit 1  (Denman  & Stewart,  1957)  requires  :further qualifi-
cation if it is to be useful  :for both estate management ~ 
wealth distribution policy purposes. 
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The  general picture revealed was  that personal  ownership, 
either direct or through trusts,  accounted for three-quarters 
of the  tenanted agricultural land in England  and '\vales  with in-
stitutions  owning about  one-fifth.  Individual ownership 
accounted  for  a  third of the total area and  the other non-
institutional forms  could largely be  seen as  vehicles  o£ inter-
generational land transfer and  tax minimisation.  Some  81  per 
cent  of the rented land was  in estates of 405  ha  and  over,  and 
just over half the  land in estates of more  than  1214 ha. 
Unfortunately the  EDC  publication does  not  present  a 
detailed analysis  of ownership by  size of estate.  However,  it 
does  divide estates  into those  Olvned  by institutions and  the 
remainder  (predominantly personal  ownership);  the percentage 
of the area in each size category held by institutions is  shown 
in the last column  of Table I.C.3  from  which it can be  seen 
that  the share of the  land held by institutions initially fell 
with increasing estate size  (although estates of below 40 ha 
are insignificant in the total of rented land)  and  then 
increased until the  1214 ha and  over group where  institutional 
estates  accounted for  a  quarter of the acreage. 
Table I.C.2 
Distribution of estate numbers  and  areas  of rented 
land by  types  of ownership.  England  and Wales:sample 
1.21.2 
Individual 
landowners 
Joint  owners 
Discretionary 
Trusts 
Other trusts 
Family limited 
companies 
Institutional 
Other 
Total 
Nos. 
764 
96 
254 
265 
35 
212 
51 
1677 
15.5 
16.1 
2.2 
9.9 
2.8 
100.0 
Acres 
772,780 
70,961 
!473,251 
271,268 
50,797 
422,432 
154,424 
2,215,913 
34.9 
3.2 
21 .4 
12.2 
100.0 
Hectares 
312,866 
28,729 
191,600 
109,825 
20,566 
171,025 
62,520 
897,130 
Source:  Agriculture EDC,  1977. 
(i)  areas  refer to  'agricultural land'  and 
are to be  interpreted as  the area of crops 
and  grass  and  rough grazing. 
(ii)  institutional land holdings  include all that 
held by public  and  semi-public bodies,  includ-
ing the  Crown  and  Church,  financial institutions 
and charities. 
47 Table I,C.3 
Distribution of estates by sizes,numbers 
and  areas.  England  and  Wales  sample  1976 
Size  of estate  %  held by 
Institu- ha 
0.4-
19.8 
20.2-
40.1 
4o.s-
6o.3 
60.5-
121 .1 
121.5-
202.0 
202.4-
283.0 
283.4-
L~o4. 5 
404.9-
809.3 
acres 
( 1-
49) 
(50  -
99) 
( 100-
149) 
( 150-
299) 
(300-
499) 
(500-
699) 
(700-
999) 
( 1.000-
1999) 
No's 
117 
98 
102 
226 
238 
162 
188 
277 
ha  acres  % 
1,065 
tjops 
s.s  3,093  (7,639)  0.3  14.2 
6.1  (12,383)  0.6 
20,119  (49,693)  2.2  8.2 
14.2  37,516  (92,665)  4.2  8,2 
38,829  ( 9 5 , 907)  4 • 3  11 .4 
11 .2  ( 156 '928)  7.  1  11 .s 
16.5  157,780  (389,717)  17.6  12.3 
. 809.7- (2000-
1214.2  2999) 
116  114,046  (281,694)  12.7  19.5 
1214.6  +(300o'  +)  153  4 56'  246 (1  ' 126' 927)  50.  9  24.9 
Total  1677  100.0  ( 2 ' 2 1 5 ' 9 1 3 )  1 oo.o 
Source:  Agriculture EDC,  1977. 
Note:  -
(i)  areas refer to  'agricultural land'  and  are to be 
interpreted as  the area of crops  and  grass  and 
rou·gh  grazing. 
(ii)  institutional land holdings  include all that held 
by public  and  semi-public bodies,  including the 
Crown  and  Church,  financial  institutions  and 
charities. 
A  more  detailed analysis  of estate size and  type  of owner 
is available  only in the Cambridge  work of the  1950s.  A  some-
what  different  ownership classification was  used with  a  greater 
subdivision of the institutions.  As  in 1976,  real persons 
dominated  the pattern of ownership both in terms  of numbers 
and  of areas.  However,  this domination became  less marked  as 
the size of estate increased to reach a  minimum  for  the largest 
estates of all  (over  4,047 ha  each}  where  the proportions held 
(severally)  by  government  departments,  companies  and  local 
48 authorities all reached their peaks.  Estates held by charities 
were biased towards  the less-than-405 ha group  and  local authori-
ties had  an abnormally high proportion of their estates in the 
162- 4,047 ha group  (see Table I.c.4).  Figure I.C.5 illustrates 
these observations. 
The  study of  ublic  and  semi- ublic bodies 
in the  UK  mentioned  in  111  above  Harrison,  Tranter and Gibbs, 
1977}  shows  18.9 per cent  of the  1974  area of rented farmland  in 
England  and Wales  as  composed  of freehold  farmland  rented  from 
public  and  semi-public institutions  (  the Agriculture  EDC  fig-
ure  was  closely similar at  19.1  per cent with,  admittedly,  a 
further  'other'  division),  but it does  not  provide data on  type 
of owner  and  size of estate. 
Within  the institutional group  of owners,  Harrison et al 
(1977)  estimated that  financial  institutions held about  150,000 
ha.  The Northfield Report {1979)  contains  a  revised estimate for 
December  1978  of 214,500 ha.  All institutions together  (public, 
semi-public  and  financial)  accounted  for  1.7M ha,  10  per cent  of 
the agricultural area;  much  of their land is let and  they there-
fore  make  a  more  than proportionate contribution to the latter 
sector,  although  a  precise figure  comparable with Harrison's,  or 
the EDC's  19  per cent,  is not  given in Northfield. 
Keeping for the  moment  to studies  involving  Engl~nd and 
Wales,  a  major  finding of the  MAFF  Wyre  Forest Survey  (vi)  above 
was  that  o'vner-occupation was  much  greater than figures  drawn 
from  the June  Census  would  suggest  and  that renting from  close 
family relations provided the explanation of the discrepancy. 
Thus  the  occupier or members  of his family had  an  ownership 
interest in some  80  per cent  of the  land area encountered in 
the  survey,  as  opposed to  60  per cent  when  intra-family lettings 
were  excluded  and  to  64  per cent  given in the  1977  June  Census 
for  survey respondents.  The  percentage of all land  owner-
occupied  (excluding statistically insignificant holdings)  was 
62  per cent  for the Wyre  Forest  and  54  per  cent  for England. 
In terms  of status of owner  the distribution of land area was 
as  follows: 
% 
Individual  ownerships  54 
Joint  ownership  or partnership  20 
Trusts  7 
Companies  (private and  public)  6 
Government  12 
Although individual ownership  was  the  single  larg~st 
status  of ownership,  the mean  area of land  involved was  small. 
Nearly 60  per  cent  of the  individuals  and  53  per cent  of the 
joint ownerships  and  partnerships  each  owned  less than  10  ha in 
total.  In contrast,  46  per cent  of the trusts,  36  per cent  of 
the  companies,  all the central and  local government  departments 
and  67  per cent  of the charities  each  owned  more  than  50 ha.  It 
was  also  found  that,  of the holdings  of over  20  ha,  nearly 
a  third had  more  than  one  separate ownership unit  and  14  per 
cent had more  than  two  separate  ownership units.  Of  the holdings 
of over  100 ha, 56  per oent.were in more  than one  separate 
49 Table I.C.4 
e 
Raised £i 
Estate Size  (ha) 
o-4o4.3  404.7-809  809.4-1618.4  1618.8-
Owner  Type  2427.8 
£  S'  £  %  £  %  £  % 
Charity  6.18  11 .2  5·73  8.9  5.68  4.5  4.84  3.0 
Real  persons  5.19  64.3  5.11  56.3  4.69  59.3  4.65  54.5 
Trusts  4.97  8.2  5.16  13.7  5.11  11 .o  4.37  10.2 
Local 
Authority  5.29  4.4  5.66  0.9  4.10  2.8  6.99  8.4 
Government  5.02  7.2  4.84  12.6  4.57  16.6  4.84  15.0 
Departments 
Company  5.78  4.7  5.41  7.6  4.87  5.8  5.16  9.0 
&ll  <{o  nos  48.1  18.9  16.3  6.8 
Classes  ~~  area  6.9  10.4  18.0  12.9 
Owner  Type  2428.2- 4046.9  +  All  No.  Area 
4046.5 
£  'fo  £  <Jb  %  % 
Charity  5.  11  5.8  5.66  5.0  100  8.5  7·0 
Real  persons  3.56  43.0  2.82  31.7  100  58.7  58.2 
Trusts  4.97  8.3  3.29  9.2  100  9.9  11  • 9 
Local 
Authority  6.89  12.4  3.90  12.5  100  4.5  3.1 
Government 
Departments  4.94  18.2  1.38  26.6  100  11 .8  10.8 
Company  4.30  12  .l~  4.65  15.0  100  6.6  9.0 
!!.! 
crt  ,o  nos  5·0  1.9  100  100  100 
Classes  d.  ,o  area  14.7  37.1  100  100  100 
Source:  Denman  & Stewart,  1959. 
50 Figure I.C.5 
70 
E,O 
Percentage distribution of estates according to 
type  of ownership for different estate size groups, 
England  and Wales,  1957 
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51 Olvnership unit.  The  mean  size of separate ownerships  lying 
within the Wyre  Forest was: 
Individual 21.2ha,  Joint  Olvnership  or Partnership 25.6 ha, 
Trusts  48.4 ha,  Company  (Private or Public)  34.4 ha,  Government 
Department  or Authority 203  ha,  Charities  63,3 ha. 
Lando1mership  in Scotland 
Information is available  on  the  size distribution of 
estates  and  on  the  area  owned  by  public  and  semi-public bodies 
in Scotland but  no  cross  tabulation is presented which gives 
the  often vital size/ownership  information.  Harrison  et al 
(1977)  show  that  17.6 per cent  of the rented  farmland  in Scot-
land is rented  from  institutions.  Whereas  the  membership  list 
of the Scottish Landowners  Federation showed  that  almost half 
of the  area  owned  by its members  was  in units  of 5000  ha  and 
over,  those very large  ownership units  represented  only about 
3  per  cent  of members  (see Table I.C.6).  However,  in Scotland 
most  of the  land  consists  of large tracts  of rough  grazing. 
Indeed,  the text  accompanying  the Scottish table  (RICS,1977) 
contains  the note  that  the  predominance  of the larger estates 
is  due  to  the major part  of their land being moorland  or  1deer 
forest•. 
The  large-scale characteristic  of  landownership  in 
Scotland·is  clear from  the work  of McEwan  (1977).  This  involved 
measuring  from  1"  Ordnance  Survey  maps  with  a  plinimeter the 
areas  of estates whose  boundaries  had  been mapped  by Dr.  Roger 
Millman  of Aberdeen University in the  early  1970s.  Table I.C.7 
lists the  owners  of the  25  largest estates  in Scotland  in  1970 
which  covered  14  per cent  of the total land area of Scotland 
in  1970.  The  top  100  estates  accounted  for  over  21  per cent 
and  1,739 large estates  occupied  63  per cent  of the  land area 
of Scotland.  Virtually all the  25  estates  shown  were  in exist-
ence  in  1874,  the majority of them being considerably larger 
then. 
Table I.C.8  shows  the regional distribution for Scotland 
of estates of  over  405  ha each, Table I,C.9 presents the  same 
material  by  region and  by size of estate and  shows  the  tendency 
for  the  largest estates  to  be  located in the West,  i.e. the 
crafting counties. 
Table I.C.8 
Region 
1  West 
2  North-East 
South3 
4  Estates  of over  405  ha  in Scotland  by  regions 
No.of Estates  Area(Ha) 
536 
609 
594 
Totals:  1,739 
2,490,247 
1,385,795 
992,554 
4,868,596 
1  C~ithness,Sutherland,Ross & Cromarty,Argyll  and  Bute 
2  Moray & Nairn,Banff,Aberdeen,Kincardine,Angus  and Perth 
3  The  Remainder. 
4  Orkney  and  Shetland not  included. 
Source:  McEwen,1977• 
52 Table I.c.6 
Size distribution of estates in membership lists 
of the Scottish Landowners  Federation 
Landownership  in size groups  from 
membership lists,  1975 
Size in acres  0-1233  1234-2468  2469-12353 
Size in ha  o-499*  500-999  1000-4999 
Total hectares  459,598.6  182' 188  817,406 
Total acres  1,135,714.1  450,204.8  2,019,892.0 
No.of members  2,957  262  374 
Mean  area ha  155.4  695.4  2,185.6 
Mean area acres  384.o  1718.4  5,400.8 
% of total membership  79.7%  7.1%  10.1% 
% of total area 
covered  16.o%  6.3%  28.5% 
Size in acres  12354-24708  24709  + 
Size in ha  5000-9999  10000  + 
Total hectares  502,743  904,322 
Total acres  1,242,328.2  2,234,670.1 
No.of members  71  48 
Mean  area ha  7,080.9  18,840.0 
Mean  area acres  17,497.6  46,555·5 
%  o:f  total membership  1.9%  1.2% 
%  of total area covered  17.5%  31.5% 
Total area covered by SLFs  2,866,257.6 ha 
Total land-holding membership:  3,712 
acres:  7,082,809.1 
*  estimated :from  50  per cent  sample. 
Source:  RICS,  1977• 
53 Table I.C.7 
The  top  25  landowners  in Scotland,  their estates 
and  their sizes in  1970 
Duke  of Buccleuch 
Wills Family 
Lord Seafield 
Countess  of Sutherland 
Duke  of' Atholl 
Buccleuch Estates 
lVills Estates 
Seaf'ield Estates 
Sutherland Estates 
Atholl Estates 
Invercauld Estates 
Westerminster Estates 
Area(ha) 
112' 100 
106,435 
74,868 
63,942 
52,610 
48,159 
45,730 
Capt.A,A.C.Farquharson 
Duke  of Westminster 
British Aluminium Ltd,  British Aluminium Estates 44,516 
Lord Stair  Stair Estates 
Sir D.Cameron  Lochial Estates 
Duke  of'  Roxburgh  Roxburgh Estates 
E.H.Vestey  Vestey Estates 
S,Uist Estates Ltd.  S.Uist Estates 
Lord  Cowdray  Cowdray Estates 
Liberton Properties Ltd.  Big House  and Crofters 
Estates 
Benmore Estates Ltd.  Benmore Estates 
Lord Lovat  Lovat  Estates 
Morrison Family  Islay Estates 
Duke  of Argyll  Argyll Estates 
Stornoway Trust  Stornoway Estates 
Earl  of' Ancaster  Drummond  Castle 
Michael Berry  Attraharra Estates 
Major H,lvake  Amhuinnsuidhe 
Ross  Estates Ltd,  Balnagowan 
l-iajor  T ,G .Moncrief'f's  Strathmore Estates 
Source:  McEwen,  1 977. 
54 
44,516 
39,660 
38,851 
37,637 
37,232 
35,613 
34,399 
31,971 
30,757 
30,352 
29,947 
26,305 
26,305 
25,496 
25,496 
24,686 
24,282 
1,091,866 Table I.C.9 
The  size distribution of estates over  40!2  ha 
b;I  regions  1  in Scotland 1  1210 
Size Category  WEST  NORTH  EAST  SOUTH 
Estates  Size  Estates  Size  Estates  Size 
ha  ha  ha 
40,486  +  3  137,409  1  52,632  2  114,453 
40,486/30,364  5  175,628  1  30,364 
30,364/20,243  15  371,781  5  120,324  2  46,802 
20,243/16,194  13  226,640  4  71,903  2  36,721 
16' 194/12' 146  15  207,773  5  69,312  2  27,611 
12' 146/8097  30  260,486  12  113,887  4  37,854 
8097/4049  95  570' 121  57  309,960  23  118,259 
4049/2024  102  286,194  69  187,368  79  215,223 
2024/405  258  255,223  455  430,607  480  396,032 
536  2,491,255  609  1,386,356  594  992,955 
Size Category  TOTALS 
Estates  Size 
ha  ha 
40,486  +  6  304,494 
40,486/30,364  6  205,992 
30,364/20,243  22  538,907 
20,243/16,194  19  33.5,263 
16,194/12,146  22  304,696 
12,146/8097  46  412,227 
8097/4049  17.5  998,340 
4049/2024  250  688,785 
2024/405  1,193  1,081,862 
1,739  4,870,566 
1.  Regional definitions as  for Table I.c.8. 
Source:  McEwen,  1  977 • 
55 Table  I.C.lO 
Sales and  urchases  of a  ricul  tural land in 1~ land 
Reported  in year ended  30  Sept.  1978  approximating 
to sales in the calendar year 1977) 
Vacant  Possession  Tenanted 
Category  Bought  sold  net  Bought  sold  net  of purch- '000  %  '000  %  '000  '000  %  '000  %  '000  aser or  ha  ha  ha  ha  ha  ha  1  vendor 
Individual  98.1  71.7  113.5  82.9  -15.4  15.4  46.0  23.9  71.3  -8.5 
Property 
company  8.1  5.9  4'•3  3.1  +  3.8  1.6  4.8  1.6  4.8  o.o 
Financial 
institution  9.1  6.6  3·5  2.6  +  5.6  11.0  32.8  2.5  7.5  +8.5 
Other 
company  18.3  13.4  10.3  7.5  + 8.0  4.0  11.9  3.6  10.7  +0.4 
Public 
authority  1.4  1.0  2.1  1.5  - 0.7  0.3  0.9  0.6  1.8  -0.3 
Other  (inclu-
ding not 
known  1.9  1.4  3.2  2.3  - 1.3  1.2  3.6  1.4  4.2  -0.2 
Total  136.9  100.0  136.9  100.0  (o.o)  33.5  100.0  33.6  100.0  (-0.1) 
All sales 
Individual  113.6  66.7  137·3  80.5  -23.7 
Property 
company  9.6  5.6  5.9  3·5  +  3.7 
Financial 
institution  20.2  11.9  6.1  3.6  +14.1 
Other 
company  22.3  13.1  13.9  8.2  + 8.4 
Public 
authority  1.6  0.9  2.7  1.6  - 1.1 
Other  (inclu-
ding not 
kno\\n  3.1  1.8  4.6  2.7  - 1.5 
Total  170.4 100.0  170.5  100.0  (-0.1) 
1  Individuals:  single individuals  (usually farmers),  directors of companies 
purchasing as  ind.ividuals  and  occasionally t\vO  individuals 
Property companies:  all types  of property companies  and  firms  of builders 
Financial institutions;  banks,  unit trusts,  property  bo~rds,  insurance 
companies,  pension funds. 
Public authorities:  central and  local government,  nationalised 
industries  a.l'ld.  neH  tovm  development  corporations 
Other:  incluuing forejgn governments,  churches,  charities, 
executors,  private trusts and  trustees,  schools. 
Source:  Northfield,  1979. 
56 Recent  trends  in land acquisition 
Knowledge  of the  existing pattern of lando1n1ership  in the 
UIC  is imprecise.  Moreover  information  on  the net  loss  or gain by 
category of owner at the margin has  only become  available recent-
ly and  that  for England  alone  (See Table I.C.10).  This  is based 
on  Inland Revenue  returns,  nominally covering the year  ending 
September  1978  but,  because  of the time  lag between sales and 
their being reported,  approximates  more  nearly to  the  calendar 
year  1977•  Individuals  (as  opposed  to corporate or institution-
al bodies)  form  the  largest  single category of both sellers and 
buyers.  The  domination by  individuals is most  pronounced  in the 
market  for  land with vacant  possession.  In the  much  smaller 
market  for  tenanted land,  individuals  were  responsible for  some  71 
per cent  of total sales but  accounted for  only  46  per  cent  of 
purchases with financial institutions buying  33  per  cent  of the 
total area.  Sitting tenants  buying the  land  they  occupy are 
classed as  buying let land;  on purchase.this  land becomes,  of 
course,  owner-occupied,  so  that  the figures  may  considerably 
overstate the relative  importance  of purchases  of let land 
remaining in the  tenanted sector by persons  and understate that 
by other types  o£ purchaser,  notably the financial institutions. 
How  much  the reclassification of such sales  would  further reduce 
the already small relative size of the market  in rented land,  is 
not  possible  to  estimate with any precision.  Taking both pur-
chases  and  sales  together  show·s  individuals  w·ere  net vendors  of 
agricultural land in England  in  1977,  while  financial institut-
ions,  property  companies  and  'other companies'  (probably  some 
family  farming  companies)  purchased  more  land in aggregate  than 
they sold.  This  is particularly clear in the let-land market, 
lvhere  the  only substantial transfers  taking place  involved net 
disposals  by private individuals  and net acquisitions  by 
institutions.  Public authorities  sold more  land  than  they 
acquired  in each market. 
Although financial  institutions  as  a  group have  been pre-
dominantly interested in acquiring land let to  tenant  farmers, 
there is  some  evidence  that  they have  recently become  more 
interested in land lvi th vacant  possession.  At  the  end  of  1977 
some  19  per cent  of the  institutions  1  land  \vas  farmed  in hand  or 
in partnership,  with  some  single institutions farming  none  and 
others  farming it all  (Northfield,1979).  In  1978  however,  the 
percentage  of vacant  possession land in their total acquisition 
w·as  higher  than this;  members  of the British Insurance Associa-
tion  (the largest group  accounting for  56  per  cent  of'  the  1977 
total of'  land held by financial  institutions)  indicated that 
some  37  per  cent  of'  the  3570 hectares  bought  in  1978  lvas  to  be 
farmed  in hand  or in partnership. 
Corresponding figures  of net  land transfers are not  avail-
able  for Uales  or Scotland;  lvelsh data does  not  differentiate 
between vacant  possession land  and  tenanted  land while  the 
Scottish ones  neither identify the  sellers by  category nor 
include  transactions  involving less than  40  ha  (100  acres). 
Using  the  in£ormation as it stands,  it appears  that  in Scotland 
in  1977  incli  victuals  (excluding foreign nationals)  bought  a  lol-rer 
share  of the  land  sold than did  individuals  in England  and  Wales 
(38  per  cent  as  opposed  to  71  per  cent  although foreign nationals 
57 appear  to  be  included in the England  and  Wales  figure),  but 
Public Authorities  bought  relatively much  more  (33  per cent  as 
opposed  to  1  per  cent,  a  difference partly accounted  for by 
purchases  by  the Forestry Commission).  In  1976/7  the Forestry 
Commission  purchased  4,300 ha while total Public Authority  · 
purchases  for  1977  in Scotland were  13,500 ha.  A  feature  of 
the Scottish figures  is that purchases  by  foreign nationals  are 
identified separately.  In  1977  they  accounted  for  30  per cent 
of the area of land transacted  (but  only  5  per cent  of the total 
number  of transactions).  That  is  a  figure  which has  by  no  means 
been  established as  typical;  indeed  comparable  figures  for  1970 
and  1975  were nil and  10  per cent  respectively and  a  proportion 
of the  sales  is  thought  to  involve  transactions between foreign 
nationals.  The  Northfield Committee  was  'certain'  that purchases 
in England  and llales  by  foreign nationals did not  take  up  any-
thing like the  1977  Scottish proportion. 
Individuals  are  estimated to  own  about  90  per cent  of the 
agricultural land in Great  Britain,  yet  they  seem  to be  responsi-
ble for buying  a  smaller proportion of the  180,000  - 270,000 ha 
l..rhich  change  ownership  annually.  On  the other hand,  other  forms 
of  o1mer  - particularly the financial  institutions  - seem  to be 
buying their 1·1ay  into  a  larger share  of the total area;  while 
financial  institutions  in  1978  O"\vned  only  1 .2  per  cent  of the 
agricultural land,  they accounted  for  10  per cent  of the area 
bought  in  1977  in England  and  ·\,/ales  and  3.6 per cent  in Scotland. 
With  the  annual  land sales currently forming  only  1-1i per cent 
of the  total stock,  or  even  taking the post-war peak of  3  per 
cent  (1952-4),  such marginal  adjustments  can  only have  a  slow 
effect.  The  Northfield Committee  estimated that private 
individuals,  iNcluding foreign nationals,  are likely to remain 
the  dominant  force  in the vacant  possession market  up  to  and 
beyond  the  turn of the  century,  with sales to sitting tenants 
tal~ing up  a  significant proportion  of'  the let land offered for 
sale.  Agricultural  land 1vill  remain,  the  Committee  suggested, 
predominantly privately  O"\med,  although the  public  sector and 
the traditional and  financial  institutions  could bet,v-een  them 
own  something over  15  per cent  of the agricultural area by  2020, 
a  50  per cent  or so  increase  on  their  1978  position.  Traditional 
landholding institutions  and  public authorities are not  envisaged 
as  increasing the areas  they  own,  but  the holdings  of financial 
institutions  could rise from  the  current  0.2M ha to between  1.2 
and  1.9M ha by  2020;  the  larger estimate is  equal  to  about  11 
per  cent  of'  the total agricultural area of Great Britain. 
The  sizes  of farms  under  the  landlord-tenant  system 
Rented  land not  only  forms  the area occupied by  farmers 
who  are  tenants  only,  but  also contributes part  of'  the area  of' 
:farmers  w'ho  both  own  land  and  rent it. 
Table  I.C.11  presents  the distribution  of'  rented land 
according to  size of holding;  for  the mixed-tenure holdings 
this  includes  01..rned  and  rented  land  together although the 
number  o:f  ha  shown  is that  of the  rented portion alone.  It can 
be  seen that  the rented  land  in mixed  tenure holdings  is only  a 
little less  than half'  the  area in  '~~olly rented holdings.  A 
quarter of the  total rented area is in mixed-tenure holdings 
58 of 60-70 ha  and  over  and  the roles  and  attitudes of landlords 
of this land  seem  bound  to  play a  key role in agricultural 
adjustment.  In the  ,.;holly rented sector,  holdings  of 60.7 ha 
and  over  account  for  one-half of the total rented area  (includ-
ing that under mixed-tenure)  so  again  the  identification of 
these  owners  vrould  appear  important. 
Unfortunately it is not  possible  from  published statistics 
to relate type  of owner  to  the sizes  of farms  on their estates 
'..rith  any  degree  of precision.  The Agriculture  EDC  (1977)  survey 
did not  collect information about  the  farms  on  the  estates 
covered.  T,.,ro  reeular NAFF  surveys  of  farms  on  rented estates 
takes place,  but neither publishes  data  on  farm  size in their 
samples  in relation to  size of estate or  type  of ownership. 
Ho,..rever,  a  straight  comparison between the  estate size distri-
butions  emerging  from  the Agriculture  EDC  (1976)  survey  and  the 
1975  Hent  Inquiry is  shown  in Table I.C.12.  1ihile it is sus-
pected that  co-operation among  large estates  in the Rent  Inquiry 
is higher  than  among  small  estates,  the  method of data collec-
tion,  based  on  farms,  probably leads  to  an  overstatement  of the 
true number  of separate estates and,  hence,  understatement  of 
their average  size  •.  The  percentage  of small  estates is con-
siderably higher  in the Rent  Inquiry survey. 
Table  I.C.11 
Distribution  of numbers  of rented  holdin~s and 
total rented area.  En~  land  and  Wales  127 
Size  of  Hholly rented  Part rented  holding: 
(IIa)  No.  ct  Ha  (1000)  ./  No.  c;f  Ha  ( 1000) 
jf.J  '}il  ,-u 
~ o
1
: 1  ~  0.1  - l~522  (7.4~  4.5  ~ 0.  1  ~  2307  ~4.1r~  1 • 3 
2.0  - 6745  ( 11 • 1  25.8  0.7  4851  9.2  9.1  o.6 
6.1  - 2300  p·8~ 
15.8  ~0·5~ 
1879  p-5~ 
6.3  ~0.4~  8.1  - 3809  .  6.3  37.4  1 • 1  3385  6.4  15.5  0.9 
12.1  - 6433  ( 10.6  102.9  (3.0  5323  ( 10 .o  37.8  2.3 
20.2  - 12753  [21.0~ 
372.6  ~10.8~ 
10331  ~19.5~ 
131.5  ~8.0 
40.5  - 7409  12.2  366.3  10.6  6703  12.7  139.2  8.5 
60.7  - 10023  16~5  852.9  24.8  9766  18.4  3L~o.  9  (20.8 
121.4- 3955  ~6·5~ 
606.4  (17.6~  4583  f8·7~ 
300.6  r8.4  202.4  - 1302  2.1  307.4  ~8.9  1783  3.4  189.2  11 .6 
283.3  - 779  ( 1 • 3  259.8  7·5  1083  2.0)  172.8  10.6 
404.7  - 575  ~0.9~  306.1  ~8-9  811  ~ 1 • 5  ~  200.7  (12.J~ 
309.4  +  152  0.3  186.2  5.4)  164  0.3  90.3  (s.s 
'l'otal  60757  (100)  J4l~l~.  0  ( 100)  52972  ( 100)  1635.2  ( 100) 
Source:  ~1AFF,  1975· 
59 Table  I .C. 12 
Freguencl: distributions  of numbers  of'  estates 
bl:  size from  two  se:12arate  studies 
Total nos.  0.4- 201.9ha  202.4  -
4o4.Jha 
RENT  INQUIRY  (1975)1 
.Individual  .3.376  (100.0)  207.3  (61.4)  473  ( 14 .o) 
Institutional3  1452  (100.0)  1.309  (90.2  80  (5.5) 
Total  4828  ( 100 .o)  3.382  (70.0)  553  ( 11 ·5) 
EDC  (1976)2 
(100.0)  (47.9)  (21.2)  Individual  1465  702  311 
Institutional  212  ( 100 .o)  79  (.37 • .3)  .39  (18.4) 
Total  1677  (100.0)  781  (40.6)  350  (20.8) 
404.7  - 809- 1214.1  ha  +  809  ha  121.3-7  ha 
RENT  INQUIRY  (1975) 
(11.8)  (s.o)  (7.8)  Individual  399  69  262 
Institutional  38  (2.6)  9  (o.6)  16  ( 1 • 1) 
Total  4.37  (9.1)  178  (.3.7)  278  (5.7) 
EDC  (1976) 
Individual  24.3  (16.6)  9.3  (6 • .3)  116  (7·9) 
Institutional  34  ( 16 .o)  23  (10.8)  37  (17.5) 
Total  277  (16.5)  116  (6.9)  153  ( 9.1) 
Notes:  1  Rent  Inquiry is the  1975  ~~FF inquiry for England 
and Wales.  The  figures  were  provided privately by 
MAFF. 
2  EDC  is the  study of ownership by agricultural 
landlords for  1976  (Agriculture EDC,1977). 
3  The  definition of 'Institutional' differs betweenthe 
two  sources:  the MAFF  inquiry includes  only 
Ministry of Defence,  County Councils  and  the 
National  Coal  Board.  The  EDC  definition is much 
broader. 
60 Mere  snatches  of information are available from  other 
sources.  An  article on  the  MAFF  Rent  Inquiry sample -published 
in Agriculture,  August  1962,  stated that the  sample at that 
time  covered  1786  estates comprising 20,000 farms.  Of  these 
623  estates  (35  per cent)  consisted of single farms  and all but 
13  were  below  405  ha.  Who  owned  them  was  not  stated, but  the 
Cambridge  findings  suggest  that  they were  largely real persons 
or charities.  The  recent publication on  landownership by 
public  and  semi-public bodies  in the  UK  (Harrison,  Tranter & 
Gibbs,  1977)  states that the holding by  the  Crown  of 64104  ha 
in England is divided into 200  tenanted farms,  implying a  mean 
of 340.5 ha  (841  acres);  that  two  large financial  institutions 
have  estates of high quality arable land with average  farm 
sizes of 275  ha  and  150  ha;  that  the  Church Commissioners hold 
some  66,152 ha in  En~land with 507  farms  over  20  ha  (implying  a 
mean  of about  130  ha);  and  that Local Authorities  in England, 
responsible for the provision of smallholdings,  account  for 
some  9,678 holdings with an average size of only  17  ha.  The 
1977  Annual  Report  to Parliament  showed  that Local Authorities 
in England  and Wales  provided  a  total of 9,346  smallholdings 
with an area of 167,000 ha  (a mean  of  18  ha).  Classified by 
size according to  estimated standard labour requirements,  there 
were  3406  non-viable or part-time holdings  (under  275  smd)  36.6 
per cent by number,  2990  holdings  of 275-599  smd  (32.1  per cent) 
and  2915  of 600  smd  and  over  (31.3  per cent).  The  intermediate 
size group  was  described as  1starter1  holdings  and  less than 
one-third of the total numbers,  those of 600  smd  and  over,  were 
considered fully commercial holdings.  Prompted by  the Agricul-
ture Act  of  1970,  plans  are in hand  to increase by  amalgamation 
the number  in the fully commercial  group  and  reduce numbers  with 
below  600  smd  so  that commercial units  form  about half of a 
reduced total of some  6352  holdings  (Northfield,  1979). 
Currently some  150  smallholdings are let to  new  entrants to 
farming  each year.  In addition to the Local Authority small-
holdings  there are  the  smallholdings  of the Farm Settlements 
Estates  (2,600 ha)  and  the holdings under glass of under  4  ha, 
occupying  1920 ha in total of the Land  Settlement Association. 
In Scotland statutory smallholdings are under the control 
of the Secretary of State and  administered by the Department  of 
Agriculture and Fisheries for Scotland  (DAFS).  In  1977  the 
1,118 lowland  farms  occupied  16,000 ha;  over  40  per cent  of 
these holdings  were  of less than 4  ha and  the vast majority 
were  under  40 ha.  In the Highlands  the  DAFS  managed  154,000 
ha of land  contained in 1736  farms,  1662  of which  were  crofts. 
About  50  per cent  of crofts had less than 6  ha of land  (North-
field,  1979).  This heterogeneous list reflects the  fragmentary 
state of current knowledge  about  landownership. 
61 II, LANDOWNERSHIP 
II.A.  Owner-occupied farms,  mobility and use 
IX.A.  (a)  Mobility of owner-occupiers  and their land 
In  1978 holdings  which were  wholly or mainly owner-occupied 
accounted  for  62  per  cent  of all holdings  in Great Britain and 
57  per cent  of the total area of farmland,  (MAFF,1979),  The 
proportion of wholly  or mainly  owner-occupied holdings  in 
Scotland was  somewhat  lower  than for England  and Wales  (in 1975 
the figures  were  51  and  62  per cent respectively)  although the 
proportion of owned  land was  higher in Scotland  (59  per cent  as 
opposed  to  54  per cent)  because  of the larger average  size of 
owned  farms.  In Northern Ireland,  according to official statis-
tics practically all holdings  are  owner-occupied.  However,  the 
figures  for Great Britain are an understatement  of the true 
extent  of de  facto  owner-occupation because  of the existence of 
many,  mainly intra-family,  de  .jure tenancies  which have  been 
created,  partly in order to reduce  taxation,  Nevertheless,  even 
on  the basis of official figures  this represents  a  large change 
in the  manner  of occupation during the  twentieth century,  In 
1911  only  12  per cent  of farmland  in England  and Wales  was 
owner-occupied;  the figure rose  to  36  per cent  by  1927  largely 
as  the result of selling by  landlords,  in years of low  farming 
profits,  to their sitting tenants  who  could have  been  evicted on 
sale to  a  third party,  This proportion remained relatively 
static for  the next  twenty years,  but has  continued to rise 
since  then,  reaching 52  per  cent  in  1960-1  (Great Britain)  and 
57  per cent  in 1978,  although changes  since  1969  have been small. 
Occupational mobility of farmers  - entry into  owner-occupation 
of land 
The  downward  trend in numbers  of persons  engaged  in UK 
agriculture was  particularly rapid during the  1960s  when it 
averaged  some  3  per cent,but has  tended  to  slow  down  since. 
The  trend contains  two  principal  components  - the very large 
fall in the number  of hired workers  and  the  more  modest  decline 
in the number  of farmers.  In the period  1974-7  the numbers  of 
full-time  family  and hired workers  in  UK  official statistics 
fell by  12,4 per cent  (hired labour  11.7 per cent)  whereas  the 
decline in fu11-time  farmers,  partners  and directors was  only 
0,9 per cent,  Changes  in procedure  make  the most  recent 
changes  in numbers  of farmers  difficult to ascertain but  any 
real net fall can  only have  been small.  In the period  1971-5 
the fall in numbers  of farmers  was  2.1  per cent  a  year as 
opposed  to  a  fall in numbers  of full-time  family  and hired 
workers  of 3,7 per cent  a  year  (Agriculture EDC,  1977b),  The 
combined  effect of these rates of change has  been to increase 
the proportion of the  labour force  represented by the farmer 
and his wi€e  and the number  of  1family  farms'  where  no  non-
family hired labour is employed, 
The  small fall in numbers  of farmers  is the net effect of 
both entries and withdrawals.  Harrison  (1967)  found  that in 
Buckinghamshire  in 1961-3  some  3  per cent  of farmers  retired 
each year and  were  replaced by  1,5 per cent  of new  entrants 
62 to the  industry giving,  therefore,  a  net decline of about  1.5 
per cent per annum.  Furthermore,  there were  more  part-time 
farmers  - that is those  who  had  a  source of off-farm earned 
income  - among  the new  entrants than among  those retiringJ  49 
per cent of new  entrants fell into this category and more  than 
four  out  of five  of those had non-manual  sources  of employment 
outside farming.  Owner-occupation was  the principal method 
of entry to  farming.  Even if these findings  in the  1960s  from 
the London-dominated  county of Buckinghamshire are not  typical 
of the  UK  as  a  whole,  some  important  features  of new  entrants 
are clear from  a  number  of studies;  entry into farming  is 
severely restricted principally to  those who  already have  strong, 
tangible and usually family links with the industry,  and  to 
those  who  own  resources  outside  farming which can be  used to buy 
land to  enable  them to become  owner-occupiers.  Another  study in 
Buckinghamshire in 1977  of the farmers  in the area designated 
for  the new city of Milton Keynes  found_ that  86  per cent  of the 
full-time  farmers  had parents  who  were  farmers.  The  figure 
for part-time farmers  was  low at 50  per cent. 
In his  1969  survey of farm  businesses in England,  Harrison 
(1975)  showed  that,  of 6.27M  ha olvner-occupied,  some  2.75·M  (44 
per cent)  had  been inherited.  Over  83  per cent of farmers  had 
social origins in the farming  community.  The  goal  of passing 
the  farm  business to the next  generation featured  strongly;  76 
per cent  (of all tenures  together)  declared that  a  successor to 
their business  interests was  required,  i.e. that  they:were 
planning £or the business  to  continue after their retirement  or 
death.  Of  these,  nine  out  of ten had  a  successor positively 
identified, readily available,  and  that  successor was  almost 
without  exception  a  member  of the farmer's  family.  The  pro-
portion of sons  succeeding their fathers  on  farms  who  have  had 
£ull-time agricultural education is probably not very high.  A 
survey by the  NEDC  (Agriculture,EDC  1973)  put it at  10  per cent 
in 1969  (20  per cent for managers),  a  figure  no  different  from 
the percentage of established farmers  with this  form  of train-
ing,  although more  recent  estimates  favour  a  figure  in the 
region of 30  per cent  excluding non-full-time  courses  (North-
field,1979).  While  continuity o£  ownership  and  management  for 
generations has  the advantage  for new  entrants that  they can 
draw  on pooled financial resources  and need not  borrow heavily 
when  they assume  control of the business,  there  seems little 
reason to believe that inheritance as  a  method  of selecting 
farming's  business proprietors is necessarily best for the 
country as  a  whole. 
Support  for Harrison's  general  findings  on  the nature of 
new  entrants  comes  from  other studies in England  and Scotland. 
While  Harrison was  concerned with entry to  the industry,  work 
by Hine  and  Houston  (1973)  concentrated  on  new  occupiers of 
farms,  whether  they  came  from within agriculture or as  new 
entrants to the industry.  Using  two  areas in England  (Devon 
and  the East Midlands)  they found  that most  new  occupiers of 
full-time  farms  were  already full-time in farming  although not 
necessarily as  independent proprietors;  about  three-quarters 
of the new-occupiers  on  farms  of 4  ha  and  over belonged to this 
group,  the remaining quarter  came  from  outside agriculture  (see 
Table I1.A.1.  A  high proportion of new-occupiers  especially in 
Devon were  not  new  entrants  to  farming,  but  simply changing 
63 £arms.  About  one-third of new  occupiers were part-time farmers, 
mostly small  and  came  from  outside farming.  Typically their 
previous  occupations were  in self-employment-managerial  capacity, 
and part-time £arming was  seen as  a  way  into agriculture after 
the accumulation of capital in a  non-farm pursuit rather than 
a  way  out  of full-time  farming.  These  new  occupiers of part-
time  farms  tended to be  older than farmers  in general  (47  as 
opposed to 37  in Nottinghamshire).  F~rmers changing farms 
were  about  the  same  age  on average as all new  entrants and 
Hine  & Houston  suggest this is because  farmers  at the beginning 
of their farming  careers are more  mobile.  A  further interest-
ing feature of new  occupiers,  particularly of those moving  farm, 
is that more  of them had  sons  than did the established farmers, 
another illustration of the  important link between  family  and 
business in farming.  In Nottinghamshire  changing  farm  was  also 
characterised by moving to  a  larger one. 
Table II  .A .1 
Previous  occupations  of new  occupiers,  Devon 
and  Nottinghamshire  1961-1969 
Notts  Devon  Previous 
Occupatio.n  Full; part- t  t  1  full- part- total  Notts  Devon 
time  time 
0  a  time1  time 
Farming 
elsewhere 
Farmworker 
elsewhere 
Farmworker  on 
present  farm 
Non-farm work 
Not  working 
Total 
...... 
14 
12 
14 
5 
6 
51 
nos 
1 
2 
2 
12 
2 
19 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • •  nos 
15 
14 
16 
17 
8 
70 
14 
21 
21 
1 
91 
4 
1 
2 
15 
1 
23 
1  Occupier working full-time  on  farm 
Source:  Hine  &  Houston,  1973. 
.  .  .  .  .  . 
38 
15 
23 
36 
2 
114 
per cent 
22 
20 
23 
24 
1 1 
100 
33 
13 
20 
32 
2 
100 
In a  detailed study of a  small  unnamed  geographical area 
in upland Britain during  1959-62,  Na.lson  found  that  81  per cent 
of the  farmers  encountered were  the  sons  of farmers  and  almost 
half were  on  farms  previously occupied  by relatives  {Nalson, 
1968).  Another  concentrated survey of the area designated for 
the  new  city of Milton Keynes  showed  that  86  per cent  of full-
time  farmers  had parents  who  were  farmers,  although the figure 
for part-time farmers  was  lower at  80  per cent. 
Valuable  data  on  the origins of farmers  in East Anglia 
comes  from  a  study directed at the very large  farms  of the area 
64 - 405  ha and  over  - which also  involved  a  control  sample  of 
farms  of all sizes  (Newby,  1978).  It has  already been establi-
shed  in section I.Bo£ this Report  that  tenure  arrangements 
found at this  end  of the  size spectrum are  complex with business 
forms  dominated  by private companies  and partnerships,  although 
the  family still forms  the predominant  feature.  Less  immediate-
ly obvious  is the finding that,  in East Anglia at least,  family 
succession seems  of greatest  importance  of all among  farms  of 
405  ha  and.over for it was  found  that,  almost  80  per cent of 
these  large  farmers  had  fathers  who  were  farmers  themselves 
and  almost half were  brought  up  on their present  farms. 
Compared with a  random  sample  of farms  of all sizes in  44 
parishes in part of the  same  area,  more  farmers  on  farms  of 
405  ha  and  over had  inherited their farms;  more  were  sons  of 
farmers;  more  were  born and  brought  up  on their present  farms; 
and far more  had  experience  on  only one  farm  - their own  and 
their father's before  them.  Their  education was  noticeably 
more  orientated towards  fee-paying  and ·grammar  schools  (as 
opposed  to primary  education alone or secondary modern  schools) 
and  further  education in the  form  of college diplomas  in 
agriculture or degrees  was  much  more  common  (Table II.A.2). 
Despite  the influence of a  more  business-orientated approach 
to farming which is supposed  to apply among  larger farms  and 
the publicity which  a  few  rapidly expanding agri-businesses 
have  attracted,  the occupational  (and geographical)  immobility 
which  can be  shown  to characterise UK  farmers  applies  to most 
of the  farmers  at the  top of the  size spectrum,  and  perhaps  in 
a  more  rather than less marked  form.  The  explanation seems 
again to be related to  the  problem of the acquisition and 
control of land. 
A  similar picture of the background of new  occupiers  shown 
by the English studies  emerges  from  work in Scotland for  1972-3 
(Rettie,  1975).  On  both full-time  and part-time farms  (smd 
classification)  about  three-quarters of the new  occupiers had 
come  from  within the agricultural industry.  Those  who  were 
farmers  already featured prominently  (45  per cent)  among  new 
occupiers of full-time  farms,  whereas  former  farm  workers 
accounted for nearly half of the new part-time farms.  Non-
farming  job backgrounds  were  found  with only  8  per cent  of the 
new  full-time  farmers  although,  as  in England,  this proportion 
was  higher among part-time  farmers  (18  per cent)  (see Table II. 
A.2).  Analysis  by  farm  size  showed  that the proportion of new 
occupiers with previous  experience as  farm  occupiers  increased 
with increasing farm  size. 
Finally,  the Northfield Committee Report  (1979)  contains 
some  fragmentary  evidence  on  the origins of owner-occupiers. 
The  AMC  is quoted as having made  only 1-2 per cent of its 
total lending since  1970-1  to young people setting themselves 
up  in farming for the first time,  presumably as  owner-occupiers, 
as  the  AMC  is concerned  only with land purchase  and  improve-
ments.  Raising AMC  estimates  to national level suggests that, 
over the  1970s  there have been approximately 500  1new  purchas-
es'  a  year as  opposed  to  a  much  larger number  of purchases  by 
farmers  adding to their existing holdings.  These  'new purcha-
ses'  formed  part of the  1000-1500  opportunities for entry into 
agriculture as  farmers  or managers  which the  Committee  estimated 
65 Table II,A,2 
Characteristics of occupiers  of farms  of 405  ha 
and  over  compared  with an all-size sample,  East 
Inheritance of land as  a 
source  of initial capital 
(non-owners  excluded} 
Father was  farmer 
Brought up  on present  farm 
Education: 
Grammar  or fee-paying 
Anglia 
405  +  ha 
rl'  ;o 
44-parish 
sample  % 
6o.4 
72 
33·3 
Agricultural Diploma/degree  holding 
Source:  Newby  et al,  1978. 
Table II,A.3 
New  occupiers  previous  employment,  Scotland 
Previous  Full-time  Part-time 
Number  %  Number  d 
employment 
!0 
in sample  of total  in sample  o:f  total 
full-time  Part-time 
Farm worker  23  32  13  46 
Farm  occupier  32  45  8  29 
Other  work  6  8  5  18 
Not  employed  1  1 1  15  2  7 
1  'Not  employed'  comprises:  unemployed,  at school, 
college,  etc,  or  'other categories'  , 
Source:  Rettie,  1975. 
(altl1ough with little confidence)  arise annually  :from all 
sources  (as  owner-occupiers,  tenants  or managers),  Unfortunately, 
the  social origins  o:f  those  who  managed  to become  new  owner-
occupiers  or how  they acquired the large  amount  o:f  equity 
necessary before  an  approach to  the  AMC  could  even be  contem-
plated were  not  stated,  The  general  conclusion of the 
Northfield Committee  regarding entry to  owner-occupation is 
also that  of Harrison and  others  - the costs are  so  high that 
entry to  farming  in this way  is virtually restricted to members 
of landowning :families  and  those with other large :fortunes, 
They  also point  out  that the relationship between interest rates 
66 and  land prices had  made  new  entry by  owner-occupation look 
expensive  throughout  the post-war period moreover,increasing 
farm  and  enterprise size,  rising land prices  and  interest 
rates,  could raise the  cost  of entry to  those not  already 
involved in farming  even further. 
Exit  from  farming 
In the broadest  of terms,  it appears  that,  in Great 
Britain,  death and  retirement  together account  for between  a 
half and  two-thirds  of farms  which  become  available,  although 
this proportion may well be higher in Northern Ireland  (Nalson 
1968,  Simpson,  1968,  Agricultural Adjustment Unit,  1968).  How-
ever,  studies in this area have  generally been small-scale and 
have not  distinguished between the  tenures,  so  that little 
firm  evidence is available  on what  types  of owner-occupiers 
cease  to be  independent  business operators.  Harrison's figure 
for  'retirements'  of about  three per cent per annum  (of farmers 
on  farms  of all tenures)  includes  deaths  as well  as  selling up 
or handing to  a  successor;  but  the disappearance  of farmers 
by death alone might  be  expected to  be  of the  order of one  and 
a  half percent if there was  no  occupational retirement.  The 
practice of fathers  and  sons  forming  farming partnerships with 
the younger  man  gradually assuming greater control,  makes  for 
difficulty in deciding when  formally  to classify the  elder as 
'retired'•  This is reflected in the older age  structure of 
farmers  than of agricultural workers  (see Tables I.A.9  and I.A.10). 
Barriers to mobility to off-farm occupation increase  substan-
tially among  small  farmers  over the age  of 50  (Gasson,  1969). 
Scotland provides  some  statistics on  the ages  and post-
exit activities of outgoing occupiers,  although not all of 
these are leaving the industry and  owner-occupiers  are not 
distinguished  from  tenants.  Rettie  (1975)  showed  in a  sample 
of farms  that  over  the period  1972-4,  half of the  occupiers 
leaving full-time  farms  were  aged  65  or over,  and,  of the 
remainder half were  over  55  (see Table II.A.4). In part-time 
farming  a  somewhat  higher proportion of those leaving were  65 
and  over.  Those  leaving medium  sized farms  (600-199  smd  group) 
were  older than those leaving larger or smaller full-time  farms. 
The  concentration of outgoers  into the upper  age  group  suggests 
that  a  high proportion of occupiers  leave  farms  only  on retire-
ment.  Of  the farmers  of 65  and  over in the Scottish sample, 
none  took up  other employment;  taking all outgoers  together, 
60  per cent retired.  Of  outgoers  below 65,  some  40  per cent 
were  known  to be still economically active,  and  of these  two-
thirds remained in agriculture with another  farm  occupancy as 
the most  frequently occurring form  of new  employment.  ·Only  13 
per cent  of this below-65  group  took  a  non-agricultural  job. 
Taking both the characteristics of entrants and outgoers,  the 
conclusion must  be that in Scotland at any rate the transfer 
of occupiers  either from  or to non-agricultural  employment  is 
of little general  significance to the industry at aggregate 
level. 
In England  and Wales,  where  the nature of outgoers  may  not 
exactly mirror the Scottish situation because of institutional 
67 Table II.A.4 
Percentage distribution of out&oers 
b;I  a&es 1  farm  t;IEes  and  size &rouEs 
Scotland  12Z2-4 
Farm  type  Farm size  (smd  requirement) 
Age  Group  ~ill & Other Part- Less  100- 250- 600- 1200  &  (years)  upland :full- than 
:farms  time  time  100  249  599  1199  over 
Less  than  36  10  8  4  7  0  10  8  18 
36-45  3  8  18  20  17  6  4  0 
46-55  12  1 1  0  0  0  17  4  18 
56-64  25  22  15  13  17  20  23  27 
65  and  over  50  51  63  60  66  47  61  37 
Source:  Rettie,  1975· 
differences,  Hine  & Houston  (1973)  :found  that, while it is 
commonly.accepted  that  enforced retirement in British :farming 
is infrequent,  among  :farmers  on  small  :farms  (100-600  smd)  aged 
60-64,  almost hal:f  expected to retire within :five years  (39  per 
cent  in the  Central Midlands  and  50  per cent  in Devon).  Among 
olvner-occupied  :farms  o:f all sizes total or partial retirement 
as  a  reason :for  land being made  available  outnumbered death  (by 
two  and  a  hal:f to one  in Devon but  by less in Nottinghamshire); 
among  tenants retirement  was  even more  important.  The  practice 
o:f  'conventional'  retirement rather than continuing in :farming 
until death  seems  to have  been  on  the increase  (Gasson,  1969) 
although this is probably,  at least in part,  a  :formalising of' 
the  gradual  run-down in activity by older :farmers  and  the 
assumption  of' responsibility by  sons  which has  always  occurred. 
Experience  o:f  non-farm  jobs has been  :found  to be  important 
in making  :farmers  more  aware  o:f  their :financial positions 
(Gasson,  1969).  The Agriculture EDC  (1972)  study  o:f  manpower 
in agriculture  :found  that  :for  86  per cent  o:f  :farmers  their 
:first regular  job after leaving school  was  in :farming,  and  that 
the average  age  o:f  entry to :farming  (though not as  :farmers)  was 
around  15.  Around  14  per cent had  experience. elsewhere and their 
average  age  of'  entry was  28;  many  took pig and poultry holdings. 
Four per cent  o:f  :farmers  had undertaken  some  professional train-
ing outside :farming,  and  8.5 per cent held non-farming qualifi-
cations  or had  studied non-agricultural subjects.  Since it is 
likely that  many  o:f  those lvith professional qualifications were 
already part-time farmers, -the ability of :full-time farmers  to 
Sivitch  occupations is probably severely limited by age  and  lack 
of'  suitable education and  experience. 
In those  sectors  o:f  the industry where  out-migration might 
be  expected,  particularly of'  small  owner-occupiers  '\vhose  current 
68 incomes  are  low  and where  the presence of successors is lacking -
Harrison  found  that in 1969  40  per  cent  of all farmers  without  a 
successor available were  owner-occupiers whose  farms  averaged 
only 17.8 ha  - there are many  reasons  why  farmers  are reluctant 
to leave.  Ruth Gasson  {1974)  stated that,  farmers  probably had 
less to gain and  more  to  lose by  leaving agriculture  than had 
hired workers  for,  in addition to  changing occupation  {where 
that was  feasible)  they had  to dispose of their farm  businesses. 
Since the salvage value of capital assets apart  from  land is 
often below acquisition value,  moving  could involve  a  capital 
loss especially in times  of recession.  On  the  other hand,  if 
the  economy were  buoyant  and  there were  plenty of employment 
opportunities  elsewhere,  the  farming  outlook would be brighter 
also and  farmers  might  feel reluctant to quit. 
Among  the more  probable  explanations applying in the  1970s 
would  seem  to be inertia resulting from  advancing age,  lack of 
formal  qualifications and  experience  in other fields,  ignorance 
of conditions  elsewhere  and  the non-monetary advantages  of an 
independent  rural life.  Lack of suitable  employment  alterna-
tives  seem  to be  a  barrier and areas with high proportions of 
marginal  farms  (mid-Wales,  Northern Ireland}  also suffer from 
high levels of general unemployment.  The  security of holding 
an asset which is appreciating in real  terms  is an  important 
reason why  owner-occupiers  remain in farming. 
Geographical mobility of owner-occupiers 
One  of the more  striking features  of UK  farming's  manage-
ment  structure is the very limited geographical  experience it 
has  encountered,  but  again the quantitative information is 
limited.  Harrison found  in 1969  that 96.8 per cent  of farmers 
(taking the oldest business principal as  the  farmer}  had made 
no  more  than one  move  in their career and  78.9 per  cent were 
on  the  same  farm  as  the  one  on which they had begun their 
careers.  Only 2.4 per cent had  farmed  on their own  account 
more  than  100  miles  from  their present farm,  and  many  of these 
larger relocations were  associated with the period of agricul-
tural depression in the  19JOs.  Nalson,  in his study of an 
upland farming area dominated by  small businesses,  found  that 
70  per cent  of farmers  had not  moved  during their careers 
(Nalson,1968}.  At  the other end of the  farm  size spectrum,  a 
survey of farmers  in East Anglia during the mid-1970s  (Newby 
et al,1978)  showed  a  broadly similar picture of low mobility 
with almost half of farmers  with 405  ha and  over having been 
brought  up  on their present  farms;  in a  sample  of all sizes 
of farm  from  44  parishes in the  same  area,  the  corresponding 
figure  was  one  third,  suggesting a  lower geographical mobility 
by large farmers.  However,  both samples  were  similar in that 
just over half the farmers  in each had been brought  up  in their 
present  or neighbouring parish.  Only  23  per cent  of large 
farmers  had been brought  up  more  than  50 miles  away  from  their 
present  farms,  25  per cent  in the 44-parish sample.  Very  few 
of the respondents  were  born in urban areas  and  most  of those 
who  did not have  a  lifetime's association with their farm  were 
at the very least born in East Anglia. 
69 In Harrison's  survey of farmers  and  farm businesses  in 
England  (Harrison,1975),  farmers  on wholly  owner-occupied  farms 
were  found  to have  been marginally less geographically mobile 
than tenants,  measured  in terms  of the proportion of farmers  in 
that tenure who  had never moved.  Mixed-tenure  farmers  were 
noticeably more  mobile  than either single tenure  (see Table II. 
A.5),  being relatively numerous  among those who  had  moved  and 
especially among  those  who  had  moved  more  than  once.  These 
figures,  however,  relate to farmers  of all ages  and must  be 
viewed against the legal and  economic  conditions prevailing 
over their total period as  farmers  and which need not necessar-
ily apply in the late 1970s  and  1980s.  The  growth of owner-
occupation has  probably caused  farmers  to become  increasingly 
reluctant  to make  whole-farm  changes  - although perhaps not 
area changes  - as  part of the  continuing process  by which  they 
adjust their scales of business  operations  to  changing needs 
and  opportunities.  In addition,  taxation introduced in the 
1960s has  probably,  despite concessions,  discouraged  land sales 
until the  size of the  land market  has  been reduced  to  about  1.5 
per cent  of the total stock each year  (see Figure II.A.6). 
During the period in question there was  no  legislation providing 
for close relations to inherit tenancies  in England  and Wales 
until the Agriculture  (Miscellaneous Provisions)  Act,  intro-
duced  to Parliament in  1976;  this Act  seems  bound further to 
reduce  the already limited geographical mobility of tenants. 
Despite  the  low  overall geographical mobility of farmers, 
Hine  & Houston  (1973)  found  pockets  where mobility was  apparent-
ly high;  in Devon  for  example,  over the period  1960-9,  owner-
occupiers•  inter-farm mobility was  relatively high.  Almost  a 
quarter of land vacated and  subsequently purchased becoming 
available in that way.  In Nottinghamshire,  with its structure 
less dominated by the  smaller farm,  the  corresponding figure 
was  17  per cent.  In contrast it was  found  that changing farm 
was  of much  less  importance  as  a  source  of land  becoming 
available among  farms  which were  subsequently occupied by  tenants 
(in Devon  and Notts.  10  per cent  and  8  per cent  respectively} 
suggesting that,  as  a  group,  tenants were  relatively less mobile 
than  O'\vner-occupiers.  This  conflicts with the  evidence  from 
Harrison  (1975)  for England  as  a  whole  which  found  tenants more 
mobile  than owner-occupiers,  but  finds  support  in a  study of 
farmers  in the  ~1ilton Keynes  area of Buckinghamshire  where it 
was  found  that 55  per cent  of tenants  occupied  the  farm previ-
ously worked  by their parents as  opposed to  32  per cent in the 
cases  of owner-occupiers.  The  proportion of tenants with farm-
ing experience  on  other farms  was  32  per cent  and  of  O'\mer-
occupiers  39  per cent.  A  further interesting finding by Hine 
& Houston  (1973)  is that  the rate of turnover of farms  (for all 
reasons)  averaged  5  per cent per annun1  but varied considerably 
betlveen  farms  of different sizes,  in general being highest  on 
the  smallest  farms  (over  6  per cent per annum)  and declining 
with increasing area.  A  similar association between size of 
farm  and rate of turnover '\vas  found  in Yorkshire  (Simpson, 1968}. 
This  probably reflected not  only that there were relatively 
more  old farmers  on  small  farms  (implying higher rates of mor-
tality and retirement)  but  also that  small  farmers  are both 
inherently more  mobile  as  well  as  being more  likely to be part-
time  and,  therefore,  to have  shorter average  lengths  of 
70 occupancy than full-time  farmers.  The  distances  involved with 
these inter-farm movements  are not known,  but  the  evidence  from 
Harrison  (1975)  suggests  that  they were  localised. 
Table II  .• A.5 
Tenure 
lvholly 
owned 
% 
~lixed 
tenure 
% 
1vholly 
rented 
% 
All 
tenures 
% 
Distribution of farms  according to  tenure 
and  the number  of moves  of farm  made.  Raised 
figures  England  1969 
No  One  }.fore  than  All  farms  move  move  one  move 
No.  %  No.  %  No.  %  No.  % 
54,939  43.6  9,263  32.4  1,488  29.5  65,690  42.0 
83.6  14.1  2.3  100.0 
32,939  26.2  10,721  37.6  2,486  49.4  46' 146  18.5 
71.4  23.2  5.4  100.0 
37,975  30.2  8,574  30.0  1,063  21 .1  47,612  29.5 
79.8_  -
18.0 - -
2.2 -
100.0  -
125,853  100.0  28,558  100.0  5,037  100.0  159,448  100.0 
78.9  17.9  3.2  100.0 
Source:  Based  on Harrison,  1975• 
It is to be noted that legislation designed to facilitate 
the retirement  of farmers  and hence  increase the mobility of 
land between  farms,  particularly through reducing the  amount 
retained in small  low-income units,  has not  been notably success-
ful.  The  Farm Structure Scheme,  introduced in 1966,  aimed at 
improving agricultural  efficiency by,  in essence,  providing 
financial assistance to farmers  willing to  give up  the occupation 
of holdings  regarded as  'non-commercial'  (defined as  less  than 
600  smds).  A  second  scheme  then provided grants  to  the business 
with which the released land was  amalgamated  to secure  the  new 
unit as  'commercial'.  Subsequently,  upon  the UK 1s  entry into 
the  EEC,  Directive 72/160  was  adopted  in place of existing 
schemes.  Recent  economy  cuts have  reduced  the  scope  of these 
structural measures.  In any  event,  small  owner-occupiers have 
shown  a  marked reluctance to  give up  their land,  not necessarily 
an illogical business action when  inflation has  eroded  the bene-
fit of the financial  provisions  for retirement  and  when  land 
prices have  shown  a  sharp  tendency to rise,  with the result that 
the various  schemes  have had  'a hardly noticeable effect on  farm 
structure and agricultural efficiency'.  (RICS,  1977a).  Farm 
adjustment  schemes  which offer modest  financial  incentives to 
farmers  to  give up  their present,  highly valued  way  of life 
cannot  be  expected to arouse  much  response if many  of those 
eligible are less concerned with maximising  income  than with 
making  a  satisfactory living in order to  do  the work  they like 
and  be  their own  masters. 
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 Land  mobility between  farms  and  between uses 
Land  mobility between  farms  takes  place both in response 
to  changes  in conditions  of the agricultural industry in general 
which  may  be  illustrated by  the  general  movement  towards  farm 
enlargement,  and  as  a  result of individual  farmers  attempting 
to match their land  holding with the  changing requirements  which 
accompany  ageing,  family development  and  other personal  circum-
stances,  including those  of the non-agricultural interests of 
part-time farmers.  Although  land  transfers are the most  impor-
tant  element  in structural adjustment,  this is an area inade-
quately supported by quantitative  information.  While  advances 
in knowledge  about  the broad classes of purchasers  and  vendors 
of land have  come  recently from  Inland Revenue  data  (see Table 
I.C.10),  the breadth of the  categories  chosen  in which,  for 
example,  all personal buyers  and  sellers are  grouped  together, 
means  that  no  additional light has  been thrown  on  to  the  crucial 
nature of the  farmers  who  are disposing of and  acquiring land. 
There  appears  to be  no  evidence  on  a  national scale as  to  the 
former  tenure  of the  land parcels which have  been transferred 
out  of farming;  between  1971  and  1978  the average  recorded  land 
loss  from  farming  in the  UK  was  about  50,000 ha  a  year.  About 
half of this was  transferred to forestry and  woodland,  mainly 
poorer quality land in Scotland,  with the remainder going into 
urban,  industrial,  highway  and  recreational uses.  Hine  & 
Houston  (19.73)  noted that  the proportion of full-time  farmers 
selling land  for development  in Nottinghamshire  in the  1960s 
was  only 6.0 per cent,  suggesting that  much  of the substantial 
capital gain  from  selling farmland  for use  outside agriculture 
has  not  accrue,d  to  the  commercial  farming  sector (i.e. above 
275  smd  in size).  Harrison  (1975)  found  that  6.2 per cent  of 
the total number  of farms  in England had at  some  stage in the 
farming career of their present  owners  sold land for develop-
ment.  The  impact  on  those  farms  which had realised capital 
gains  through  land sale  (not  only sales for development)  in 
terms  of their finance,  management  and  growth was  far  from  clear 
but  they did not differ in any  striking way  from  farms  without 
realised gains. 
Only  a  little more  evidence  is available  on  the transfers 
of land between  farm  occupiers.  Although it is comparatively 
rare for  farmers  to  move  farms  in order to achieve  a  change  in 
area,  Harrison found  in his  1969  survey of England that  farmers 
did nevertheless  succeed in making  a  large number  of area 
adjustments  (as distinct  from  whole-farm movements)  over time. 
Only  44  per cent  of farmers  in  1969  (of all tenures)  had not 
made  any  change  in area  from  that which  they first  farmed, 
some  16  per  cent had  reduced it and  the remaining 40  per cent 
had  increased it.  These  area  changes  involved both purchased 
and  rented land.  ;Although  the total  owned  area is greater 
than the total rented area,  Harrison  found  that roughly five 
rented ha were  becoming available to  increase the size of the 
average  farm  for  every four ha becoming available for purchase. 
This  was  somewhat  surprising at  a  time  when  the proportion 
of rented land in the  country was  declining,  but helps  to 
explain the  growth  in numbers  of mixed-tenure  farms.  Aggregate 
statistics might  suggest  that mixed-tenure  farms  have  arisen, 
particularly in the  1960s,  as  the result  predominantly 
73 of owner-occupiers renting additional land  (Hill,  1974).  However, 
Harrison found  that the  ones  which began under  the  present 
management  as  rented farms  and  added  bought  land  outnumbered 
those  which began as  owned  and  added rented land by three to  two. 
About  two-thirds  of farms  which became  mixed under their present 
management  had  done  so  during the  1960s. 
Important  questions  remain to be  answered about  transfers 
of owner-occupied land;  especially about  the characteristics of 
those  who  are making land available to other £arms  and  of those 
who  are  taking it over.  The  existing evidence is fragmentary 
and,  while presenting a  fairly consistent picture of what  happens 
to  land which becomes  available,  does  not  permit  a  systematic 
analysis  of the  circumstances  surrounding its release.  Hine & 
Houston's  (1973)  study of Devon  and parts of the Midlands  (see 
Table II.A.7)  relates  only to  farms  which were  re-occupied or 
amalgamated in their entirety with no  change  of area and 
omits  farms  which were  divided between  several occupiers or put 
to non-agricultural use,  throws  a  little light on this aspect  of 
structural change;  it reveals that death and retirement 
together are by far the most  important  reasons  for whole  farms 
becoming available for purchase,  and  movement  by the occupier to 
non-agricultural unemployment  a  relatively rare reason.  A 
number  of studies  show that  the majority of land made  available 
for owner-occupation is absorbed by  existing farmers  enlarging 
their farms.  A  survey of Yorkshire farming  found  that in 1965-6 
86  per cent  of the  farms  made  available were  sold to  farmers 
increasing the area being farmed  (Simpson,  1968).  Hine  & Houston 
(1973)  found  that in Nottinghamshire  1960-69,  three-quarters of 
the  Olnler-occupied land made  available by  farmers  reducing their 
area  went.to other farmers,  almost all of whom  were  'expand-
ing'  farmers.  The  remainder  (23  per cent}  went  out of agricul-
tural use.  A high proportion of the whole  farms  becoming avail-
able were  amalgamated with other expanding units;  the rate of 
disappearance  of independing units was  highest with the  smallest 
sizes of farms.  More  recent  information  shows  the  importance  of 
expanding  farms  as  absorbers  of land available for purchase  to be 
continuing.  A  leading firm of estate agents  reported that,  in 
an analysis of sales  of farms  over the  two  years  preceding the 
Table II.A.7 
Reasons  for  farms  becoming available for 
purchase  1959-69 
Reason 
Death of occupier 
Retirement  of occupier  (age/ill-health) 
Part retirement  of occupier 
Occupier  changed  farms 
Occupier took non-farm  job 
Estate farm rationalisation 
Financial difficulties of the  owner 
Other 
Number  of observations 
Source:  Hine  & Houston,  1973. 
74 
per cent 
Devon  Notts 
1 1  28 
20  32 
6  3 
24  17 
10  5 
2  1 
10  5 
17  9 
100  100 
113  76 publication of their 1978-9 Review,  60  per cent  of vacant 
possession  far~s were  purchased by  'near-neighbouring'  farmers 
anxious  to increase the size and viability of their existing 
enterprises  (Strutt & Parker,  1979  in Northfield,  1979). 
Similarly in recent years  the AMC,  which currently finances 
about  10  per cent  of land purchases  in England  and Wales,  has 
found  that by far the largest proportion of its lending has  been 
taken up  by established farmers  expanding their businesses.  In 
Scotland,  Clark has  shown  that amalgamation involves  a  process 
whereby the medium  and  large holdings,  a  third of which  in his 
sample  were  already over  100 ha,  took over  small and  medium-
sized holdings. 
Turning to  the  sources  of land for  farms  of all tenures 
which had  expanded,Hine & Houston  found  that about  two-thirds 
came  from  the amalgamation of whole  farms,  the remainder  coming 
largely from  farmers  reducing their areas.  Some  interesting 
socio-economic  features  emerged  about  these  expanding English 
farms.  Compared with those  losing land,  their occupiers were 
younger  and  more  had  sons  who  were potential successors;  the 
formal  creation of a  family  farming partnership  seemed  frequen-
tly to be  associated with farm area expansion.  This  again 
serves  to underline the close inter-twining of personal  and 
business activities in farming. 
A  brief reference is required to the transfers of land which 
go  on  outside the market  system.  The  Hine & Houston  study found 
that  a  quarter of new  occupiers  on full-time  owned  farms  acquired 
their land and buildings by  inheritance rather than purchase. 
Of the remainder,  more  than three-quarters were  bought privately, 
leaving only  a  small number  purchased  through public auction. 
Harrison  (1975)  also  found  that in 1969  slightly over  one  owner-
occupied  farm  in four  (25.5 per cent)  of a  much  larger sample 
in England had been inherited at the outset of the present 
farmer's  career.  Taking into account  land acquired while  farm-
ing,  44  per cent of owner-occupied land had been inherited.  In 
East Anglia in the mid-1970s,  60  per cent  of owner-occupied 
farms  were  found  to have  been inherited especially so  among 
farms  of 405  ha  and  over  - moreover  70  per cent  quoted inheri-
tance of land as their initial source of capital  (Newby  et al, 
1978).  Beyond  simple  inheritance and not identifiable from 
aggregate data,  however,  are those sales between members  of 
families  which take place at prices below prevailing open 
market  levels.  Hine  & Houston  estimated that in Nottinghamshire 
in the  1960s,  about  70  per cent of full-time entrants  took over 
occupancies  from  close relatives  (all tenures  and  including 
inheritance,  sales and  other paths to  change  of occupier). Their 
findings  match  those  of Harrison  (1975)  and Rettie  (1975)  that 
successors were  available for  over sixty per cent  of principals 
of farm businesses in both England and  in Scotland. 
II.A~b)  Capital  equipment  employed  by owner-occupiers  and their 
current rates of investment 
Annual  amounts  of gross  capital formation  in farm buildings, 
works  and plant,  vehicles  and machinery are  shown for recent years 
in Table II.A.S.  The  volume  of gross  fixed  capital formation  in 
75 the early 1970s  was  above  the  longer-term upward  trend and re-
~lected the  industry's  con~idence and its prosperity during this 
period.  From  1974  there was  a  decline  (in constant price terms) 
in capital  ~ormation, largely the result of a  major  cut-back in 
spending on buildings  and  works.  In recent years,  tenants'have 
been heavier investors in machinery whereas  owner-occupiers 
have  invested more  heavily in buildings  and  works.  Figures 
taken  from  the  Farm Management  Survey in England  and Wales  are 
shown  in Table II.A.9  ~rom which it can be  seen that,  in 1976-7 
on  a  per  ~arm basis owner-occupiers  invested  just over  one  and 
a  hal~ as  much  as  tenants-plus-landlords in buildings,  but  less 
than three-quarters of the  amount  spent  by tenants  on machinery 
and  equipment.  This  is  re~lected in a  lower machinery valuation 
per ha  on  owned  farms  than  on  rented  ones,  although the highest 
levels are  ~ound on mixed-tenure  farms. 
Higher levels  o~ investment  in buildings by owner-occupiers 
are  re~lected in greater values of recent  structures  on their 
farms.  Hill & Kempson  (1977)  found  that owner-occupiers of 
below  121  ha possessed markedly greater quantities of farm 
buildings  than tenants,  particularly of buildings erected 
between  1957  (which marked  the introduction of the  F~rm Improve-
ment  Scheme  (FIS)  and  1973,  (see Table II.A.10)).  The  replace-
ment  value of the total stocks of buildings per ha £ell with 
increasing farm  size in all three tenure  groups,  the largest 
fall both in proportional and  absolute  terms  occurring among 
owner-occupiers.  The  value  o£ buildings  erected since the 
introduction o£ the FIS did not  exhibit  a  clear relationship 
with £arm  size,  except  perhaps  among  owner-occupiers.  Table 
II.A.10 also  shows  that the largest farms  had relatively more 
newer  buildings while  the  smaller tended  to have  more  older 
ones.  Older buildings were  a  characteristic of tenanted farms, 
especially those  of 8-61  ha,  while  owner-occupiers  had  a  younger 
building mix  than either tenanted or mixed  tenure farms. 
The return to  (marginal}  investments in machinery and 
buildings  on  owner-occupied  farms  is not high on  a  prima facie 
examination.  Indeed,  it is often hard to demonstrate  commercial 
returns  to  such investments  which are often aimed not  so  much  to 
generate additional future  income  but rather to minimise  short-
run taxation payments  and  to keep  the  farm  technically up-to-
date.  The  so-called residual  income  investment hypothesis 
suggests  that the level  o~ spending on  capital goods is a 
£unction  o~ the margin between  farm  income  and  the  reasonable 
living expenses  of the  £arm  family;  the variability of perfor-
mance  over time which  seems  a  characteristic of UK  agriculture 
means  that in  some  years  a  relatively large margin is available. 
It is suggested that the advantageous  taxation depreciation 
allowances,  formerly applying particularly to machinery but 
latterly extended to buildings,have channelled these  funds 
principally into on-farm gross capital £ormation,  rather than 
into of£-£arm investments  or consumption  spending.  The  st~­
lation of investment  by high incomes  is commonly  encountered 
in reviews  o~ investment patterns and  a  limited study by the 
CAS  (1978)  of net  investment  in machinery  (gross  investment 
less depreciation plus,  in this instance,  expenditure  on  con-
tract work}  shows  that investment in machinery increased more 
than proportionately with increases in the farmers'  current 
76 Table II.A.8 
Gross  capital formation  in UK  agriculture,  1967-78 
Buildings  and  Plant,vehicles  and  Total  Total at  constant 
~  works  £M  machinery  £M  £M  1975  pricesl  £M 
1967  75  123  198  510 
1968  92  139  231  541 
1969  99  128  227  513 
1970  117  133  250  525 
1971  133  152  285  550 
1972  159  192  351  608 
1973  209  231  440  674 
1974  250  309  559  683 
1975  241  344  585  585 
1976  223  454  677  577 
1977  249  549  798  573 
1978  334  609  943  603 
1Index derived  from  comparisons  of  publi~hed series of gross  capi-
tal formation  figures  at current  and  constant prices  for agriculture, 
forestry and  fishing together  and  applied to the agriculture  com-
ponent.  In  1978  agriculture accounted for  96  per cent  of the total. 
Sources:  Central Statistical Office,  1977  &  1979. 
Table II.A.9 
Expenditure  on  fixed  capital and  machinery valuation by 
tenure of holding.  FMS  England  and  Wales,  1976-7 
Owner  Ten  an- Mixed  :All  tenures 
Average  gross  1  occu;eied  ~ tenure  ~incl.mixed) 
investment  1  6-
in buildings  1005  38  737 
(ii  in land  1186  107  1059 
(iii)  land,  buildings  and 
improvements  2675  1083  2513 
Disposition of funds2during 
12  6-1  on  (£/farm} 
i  land and buildings  2813  792  3630 
(ii  machinery,movable build-
ings  and  equipment  2884  4136  4757 
(iii) Breeding Stock  - 28  183  1 1 
Total  new  fixed  assets at  gross 
cost  including 
grant  ~£ per farm)  5669  5111  8398 
£  per ha)  80  59  92 
Mean  farm  size  (ha)  71  86  91  83 
Machiner  valuation3 
£  per farm  1977  6673  8629  9958  8431 
£  per ha)  94  100  109  102 
1  Capital Investment  Survey  on all farms  in the  Farm  Management 
Survey  2  Liabilities and  Assets  Survey  on  a  subsample  of 871  farms  - all 
types  of farming  excluding horticulture - 275  - 4199  smd 
3  All  types  o£  farming  excluding horticulture  - 275  - 4199  smd 
Source:  MAFF,  1978c. 
77 Table II  •. A.. 1  0 
Value  of buildings per ha at replacement  cost 
by  farm  size and  tenure.  English sample  1973 
Farm  tenure  Farm  size  (ha 
of crops  and 
grass) 
Tenanted  Mixed  Owner-occupied 
a)  Buildings  of all 
8.1  - 60.3 
60.7- 121.0 
121.4- 201.9 
202.4  and  over 
All sizes 
(unweighted) 
b)  Buildings  erected 
8.1  - 60.3 
60.7- 121.0 
121.4- 201.9 
202.4  and  over 
All sizes 
(unweighted) 
ages. 
£/ha 
420.1  (30.0)* 
261.9  (85.8) 
219.9(148.1) 
155-7(300.7) 
247.1  (88.2) 
1957-73 
£/ha 
93.9  (30.0) 
49.4  (85.8) 
79.  1 ( 148.1 ) 
74.1{300.7) 
69.2  (88.2) 
£/ha 
378.1  (32.8) 
257.0  (83.4) 
190.3(152.6) 
227.3(307.2) 
244.6(113.7) 
£/ha 
91.4  (32.8) 
89.0  (83.4) 
51.9(152.6) 
98.8(307.2) 
89.0(113.7) 
c) -Value at replacement  cost  of 12.21-ZJ  buildings 
tage of the value of all buildings 
crt  at.  ,o  70 
8.1  - 60.3  22  24 
60.7  - 121.0  19  35 
121.4  - 201.9  36  28 
202.4  and  over  47  44 
All  sizes  (unweighted)  28  36 
£/ha 
504 .1  (32 .4) 
296.5  (83.8) 
266.9(146.9) 
143.3(299.1) 
281.7  (85.4) 
£/ha 
145.8  (32.4) 
91.4  (83.8) 
89.0(146.9) 
59.3(299.1) 
91.4  (85.4) 
as  a  percen-
% 
29 
31 
33 
41 
32 
* Figures  in parenthesis are average areas  of crops  and  grass 
per farm. 
Source:  Hill & Kempson,  1977. 7) 
income  and liquidity position,  as  would  be  forecast  by the 
hypothesis.  It is perhaps not  surprising in such circumstances, 
where  investment is triggered off in a  relatively short-term 
planning context by largely unpredictable  income  fluctuations, 
that it is difficult to demonstrate attractive returns to 
marginal  investments in farm machinery,  although the  CAS  study 
found  an association between increasing the  level of machinery 
stocks  and  a  rise in production intentions. 
The position regarding the returns  to  investment  and  the 
residual nature  of spending is even less clear with buildings. 
Complications arise because it is difficult to distinguish 
replacement  investment  from  genuine additions  to the-capital 
stock.  However  investment in buildings  takes  longer than in 
machinery and,  at least for the larger projects and  on  individu-
al farms,  is less of a  continuous  process  and is likely,  there-
fore,  to  be less affected by year to year variations in net 
income.  Work  in Scotland  (DAFS,  1977)  in the mid-1970s  found 
that, while high-performance,  high-profit  farms  were  associated 
with high levels of investment  in machinery,  particularly in 
1975-6  when  incomes  rose markedly,  the level of investment in 
buildings and works  was  generally lower on  the higher perform-
ance  farms. 
Earlier work in Yorkshire  (Black,  1965,  1966,  1967)  found 
that,  following the introduction of the FIS  in 1957  which grant-
aided spending on buildings  and works,  the heavy investment 
undertaken by owner-occupiers  was  not  rewarded by a  benefit 
identifiable in the  farm  accounts  by  1961,  the  end  of the period 
reviewed.  The  slow growth in 'distributable resources'  (NFI 
plus depreciation allowances  but minus  unrealised increases in 
the value of stocks)  achieved by tenant  farmers  did not  appear 
to  be  influenced by the  amount  they or their landlords put  into 
buildings. 
Black's work  emphasises  the technical motives behind much 
investment;  the firm  conclusion drawn  from his studies is that 
both tenants and  owner-occupiers  placed great  emphasis  on the 
maintenance of the farm's  technical efficiency.  This  can be 
interpreted not  only as  a  matter of pride but  one  of reducing 
vulnerability to adverse business  conditions.  The first call 
on  funds  available for  investment  was  for re-equipment with 
field machinery,  showing the farmer's direct concern for the 
future,  as well as present,  performance  of the business.  With 
Olmer-occupiers,  the range  of possible investments  extends  to 
buildings,  opportunities generally less open to tenants.  The 
relatively heavy  investment  in buildings  on  owner-occupied 
farms  which has  continued since Black's period of consideration, 
can be  seen as  a  reflection of this pre-occupation with.keeping 
technically up-to-date,  influenced,  where  a  successor is evident, 
by the desire to pass  on  a  viable farm  to the next  generation. 
Certainly the  evidence  from  sales of land with and without 
buildings  suggests  that  the buildings  do  not  play a  major role 
in price determination and  that capital gains  as  a  result of 
new buildings  enhancing a  property's market value  can be dis-
counted as  a  significant motive for investment. 
79 The  borrowing position of owner-occupiers 
The  most  obvious  difference between  the financial  positions 
of owner-occupiers  and  of tenants is that  owners  have  at  some 
time  acquired  the title to their land either by inheritance,  gift 
or purchase  and benefit  from  its growth in real value  over· time 
and  the  strong borrowing position which it bestows,  whereas 
tenants  do  not.  Harrison  (1975)  found  that,  in 1969,  the 
liabilities of owner-occupiers,  although larger in absolute 
terms,  generally formed  a  lower  perc~ntage of assets  than  those 
of tenants  (10.2 per cent  as  opposed  to  16.9 per cent  - see 
Table  II~J1).  This difference,  Harrison suggests,  had arisen 
not  because  of any basic dissimilarity in attitude between 
tenants  and  owner-occupiers  towards  borrowing or of different 
attitudes by bankers  towards  them,  but,  in the  way  that rising 
land prices had altered the value  of land  owned  by established 
farmers  without  directly affecting their liabilities.  Overall, 
the rate of growth of borrowing had  been less  than the rate of 
growth of land prices.  Among  owner-occupiers,  however,  one  of 
the main  influences  on  the liabilities-to-assets ratio was  the 
time  period when  land purchases  were  made;  the most  heavily 
indebted  group  of farmers  were  full-time  working farmers  in the 
40-121  ha  group,  40-49  years  old,  who  had  entered farming fairly 
recently.  New  entrant  owner~occupiers of this type  dominated 
total borrowing. 
More  recent  information  on  the  borrowing of owner-occupiers 
in England  and Wales  comes  from  the Liabilities and Assets 
Survey carried out  as  part of the  continuous  process  of monitor-
ing farm  incomes  by  the  Farm  Management  Survey  (MAFF,  1978c). 
The  liabilities-to-assets percentage for wholly  owned  farms  in 
1976-7  was  9.7 per cent,  as  opposed  to  15.3 per cent  on  wholly 
rented farms;  these figures,  while  of a  similar level to 
Harrison's  estimates  and  showing the  same  inte~tenuredifference, 
cannot  be  directly compared  since  they include  short-term 
merchant  credit arising from  the delay between the receipt of 
goods  and  payment  and  for which no  separate  charge is made. 
Both,  however,  agree  that  the major  source  of credit,  once 
this differing treatment  of trading creditors has  been taken 
into account,  is the  banks,  followed  by  the AMC,  whose  loans 
are  linked to  land purchase  or  improvements.  Together  these 
two  sources  account  for  just over  three-quarters of the total 
non-trade credit in both estimates  (Table II.A.12). 
The  relatively low liabilities of owner-occupiers reflect 
the  way  past  investment  has  been financed.  Evidence  from  the 
FMS  for recent years  shows  about half the  investment  funds  to 
have  been generated within the business,  a  further  substantial 
contribution coming  from  the disposal of assets,  past  income 
and  injections  from  outside  the business  (gifts,  inheritances 
and non-farm  income),  with only  a  small part being financed  by 
an  increase in loans  (5  per  cent  in  1974-5  and  7  per cent  in 
1976-7).  In contrast,  tenanted and mixed-tenure  farms  have 
been much  more  dependent  on  new  loans  for  financing  investment 
(in 1976-7  14  per cent  and  23  per  cent respectively)  although 
again loans were  not  the  dominant  source. 
80 Table ILA.11 
Distribution of farms  by area of crops  and  grass 
b  tenure  and  accordin  to liabilities as  er 
cent  of assets.  Raised figures,  England  19  9 
Size  S!:Oup  Wholl:t  Mixed- Wholly  All 
ha  owned  tenure  rented  % 
Under  20.2  8.5  2.7  14.2  7.9 
20.2- 16.8  7.6  12.8  1J,6 
4o.5- 9.6  10.3  17.2  10.7 
121.4- 10.2  11 .1  21.4  11 .4 
202.4- 10.9  11 .2  17.3  11  .3 
4o4.7  and 
over  5·7  9·5  30.2  8.3 
All  size 
groups  10.2  10.0  16.9  10.7 
Source:  Harrison,  1975 
Owner-occupiers  appear,  then,  to be  in a  strong borrow-
ing position;  their equity is high and  their main asset which 
forms  collateral is appreciating in real terms.  Yet  their 
absolute level of short-term borrowing is currently little 
different  from  that of tenants  and  they do  not  appear  to  exer-
cise their borrowing power  to  finance higher levels of working 
capital or machinery stocks.  Furthermore,  borrowing is by no 
means  evenly spread,  much  of the total is accounted  for by  the 
small number  of new-entrant  owner-occupiers  whose  heavy borrow-
ings are primarily the result of land purchase.  The  low  levels 
of indebtedness  of the general run of farmers  can only be 
explained inadequately;  Harrison sees  the risk-aversion of 
farmers  in the face  of the  considerable fluctuations  in farm 
incomes  which  can occur as  a  partial explanation for  low 
borrowings.  Another  element  could be  the  lack of suitable on-
farm  investment  opportunities with yields  commensurate  with the 
cost  of borrowing.  Another,  linked to  the bias  towards  the 
elderly in the population of farmers,  might  be  the inertia to-
wards  change  in the  scale of activity which increases with age, 
known  to apply to farming.  Moreover,  the  indebtedness  of new 
entrants,  although heavy initially, diminishes with time  and 
appreciating land values.  The  association between greater age 
(and  stage of farming career)  and. lower  indebtedness  and 
reduced willingness  to  change  the  scale of farming activity is 
just one  more  manifestation of the integration of personal  and 
business life in agriculture, 
II.A.(c)  Farm  incomes  of owner-occupiers 
The  principal source of information on  farm  incomes  in the 
UK  is the annual  FMS  undertaken in Great Britain by universities 
81 and agricultural colleges  on behalf of the  central government 
and  published in Farm  Incomes  in England  and Wales  and Scottish 
Agricultural Economics.  In Northern Ireland a  parallel survey 
is conducted by the  Department  of Agriculture and  the results 
published in Farm  Incomes  and  Investment  in Northern Ireland. 
These  data also permit  a  range  of other business  performance 
measures  to  be  examined  (such as  productivity and  enterprise 
performance).  Similar but  less extensive studies are  made  by 
the Imperial Chemical Industries Group  and  the Milk Marketing 
Boards. 
From its introduction the Fl\1S,  which leads  to the publica-
tions  on  incomes,  has  been  concerned with the triple aims  of 
aiding policy formation,  improving the  efficiency of individual 
farms  and facilitating research and,  by implication,  teaching. 
These  objectives,  elaborated in the first  FMS  Report  for England 
and Wales  covering the years  1936  and  1937,  remain largely the 
same  in the  1970s.  Changes  in the  industry,  however,  have  in 
the past required  and  continue  to necessitate extensions  and 
modifications  to  the method,  in terms  of data collected and 
sample  selection,  by  which these objectives are approachedo 
Despite its comprehensiveness  in terms  of numbers,  types,  sizes 
and  locations  of  farms  covered and  the depth of information for 
each farm,  a  fundamental  criticism can be  made  of the  way  in 
which  the  Fl\1S  attempts  to assess  the  incomes  of owner-occupier 
farmers.  By  convention,  all farms  in the official survey of 
farms  are.  treated as  tenanted;  this is the  case  even in 
Northern Ireland where  almost all farm businesses  are  owner-
occupied.  This  convention was,  at least in Great Britain,  a 
pragmatic  move  by  which all farms,  whether in reality owner-
occupied or rented,  could be  assessed on  a  comparable basis. 
At  the  time  that  the  survey was  established in  1936  the propor-
tion of owner-occupied  land was  much  lower  than is now  the case 
and  by treating owner-occupiers as  tenants,  by  imputing a  rent 
which  they might  have  had to pay were  the  farm  tenanted,  the 
problems  associated with the costs of landownership  (including 
not  only building depreciation but  the  problem of land value 
appreciation)  were  sidestepped.  Whether  such  a  procedure  can 
be  adequately defended  now  is highly questionable;  of the  1993 
farms  of 275-4199  smd 1s,  excluding horticultural holdings,  which 
formed  the basis of analysis  in the  1976-7  edition of Farm 
Incomes  in England  and Wales,  647  are described as wholly ten-
anted  and  669  as  wholly  owner-occupied.  Presumably the balance 
of 677  farms  fell into  the mixed-tenure category. 
It is not  known  whether  the  FMS  enumerators  are  any  more 
successful in dealing with the  de  jure and  de  facto  tenure 
problem discussed in sectionLB than is the annual  June postal 
census,  or whether  enumerators  from different  centres apply  a 
consistent  convention to cases of disguised owner-occupation, 
although it is believed that field workers  apply  a  de  facto 
approach when  confronted with intra-family tenancies.  However, 
on  about  two-thirds of farms  some  imputed rental value is 
entered as  a  cost  in estimates  of  income,  a  cost which in 
reality is not  paid  out  of current  income  but  which by-and-
large is available for disposal as personal  income  or for 
investment.  Against  this it must  be  recognised that mortgages 
on  land and buildings  on  some  owner-occupied  farms  take  the 
82 Table II  .• A.12 
Composition  o£ liabilities of owner-occupiers 
England  1969  and  England  and Wales  1976-7 
(a)  England  and Wales  1976-7 
Agricultural Mortgage  Corporation 
Building societies 
Relatives 
Banks 
Hire Purchase 
Creditors 
Other 
(b)  England  1969 
Agricultural :tvlortgage  Corporation 
Lands  Improvement  Company 
Banks 
Other institutions 
Private 
Trade 
Other 
Sources:  (a)  MAFF,  1978c 
(b)  Harrison,  1975. 
83 
% 
26 
2 
12 
35 
1 
19 
6 
100 
20.9 
58.1 
5·5 
13.6 
1.8 
0.1 
100.0 place of rents,  but Harrison  (1975)  has  shown  that,  overall, 
Olvner-occupiers  have relatively low borrowings,  with liabilities 
forming  only  10.2 per cent  of assets  (England  1969).  While  there 
are no  doubt  instances where  actual land  charges  are greater than 
imputed rental values,  for most  groups  of farmers  this must  not 
be  the case. 
In Northern Ireland the rental  charges  entered for  owned 
land and  buildings are assessed in relation to  estimated sale 
values,  although where  land is taken  on  the  'conacre 1  system 
the actual  rents paid are  included.  For these reasons  the 
irtcomes  calculated per farm  are not  on  the  same  basis as  those 
for Great Britain. 
Although the manner  in which Net  Farm  Income  (NFI)  is 
calculated for  owner-occupied  farms  is tacitly accepted by 
agricultural  economists,  this probably results  from  the history 
of the  FMS  rather than conscious  approval  following  a  rigorous 
analysis of what  is to  be  measured  and  the manner  in which 
measurement  is possible.  Hearn  (1977)  stresses that NFI,  however 
appropriate for  tenanted  farms,  is a  misleading measure  of 
economic  welfare  when  applied to owner-occupied  farms.  The 
calculation incorporating imputed rents not  only understates 
the  'true'  total farm  income  of landowning farmers,  but also 
tends  to give  a  misleading picture of relative incomes  between 
different  types  and  sizes  of farms.  It is neither an actual 
profit figure  in an accounting sense which means  anything to  a 
farmer,  nor is it a  measure  on  which  comparison within agricul-
ture or with other sectors of the  economy  can be based  since 
it arbitrarily excludes  much  of the return to the  ownership of 
land in the  form  of appreciation.  Hearn's  conclusion is that 
for  purposes  of income  calculation olvner-occupiers  must  be 
treated as  a  separate group. 
The  convention of treating owned  farms  as  tenanted ob-
scures  the  study of the  incomes  of owner-occupied  and  mixed 
farms  from  published official sources because  for the most  part 
farms  of all tenures are grouped  together.  However,  recent 
editions of Farm  Incomes  in England  and Wales  have  contained 
a  limited amount  of information in which the  two  'pure'  tenure 
groups  are differentiated;  Table II.A.13 is taken  from  the  1978 
edition.  In the  'Net  Income'  figures,  real  or imputed land 
costs  and  the  imputed  cost of the farmer's  own  labour are ignored, 
thus  putting the  two  groups  on  an  equal  footing devoid of dis-
tortions resulting solely from  imputing processes.  It does not, 
however,  remove  the  inequality in management  decision-making 
brought  about  by  one  sector knowing that  they must  pay an actual 
rent while  the other receives capital gains  and is free  from  a 
real  land charge.  Furthermore,  the criterion of size used, 
smds,  is not  the most  appropriate for  a  study of farmland  and 
its ownership.  Groups  of farms  with close mean  smd  averages  can 
have  quite wide differences in physical areas  {see  the  1200-1799 
smd  and  1800-2399  smd  'All types•  rows  and  the  1800-2399  smd 
'Specialist Dairy'row).  In both tenure  groups  farm  income 
measured  in this way  increases with farm  size as  would  be 
expected.  However,  a  more  interesting feature is the  way that, 
witl1in  those  farming  types  where  sufficient numbers  of observa-
tions exist for averages  to be  of much  meaning,  differences 
84 between the average  incomes  o£ tenanted and  Olmer-occupied  farms 
are apparent at the  lower  end of the  size  spectrum.  This is 
particularly noticeable  among  the dairying types  where  the ten-
anted  farms  have higher incomes  than the  owned  ones. 
Another  way  to represent  the  rewards  from  farming is to 
express  them as  a  return to  the value of the capital assets of 
the business.  This is done  in Table II.A.14 where  land is 
treated as  tenanted for  the  purpose  of calculating NFI,  but 
the rent  element  is added back to provide  a  total-income-from-
capital figure.  Costs  for both the physical labour of the 
farmer  and his managerial  input are  imputed to provide returns 
to these inputs.  The  final figure  of return on capital is the 
sort of return which an owner-occupier might  expect if purchas-
ing his  farm at current  land prices.  These  returns,  of 4  per 
cent  and below,  compare unfavourably with current returns  on 
many alternative investment  opportunities  and  are  lower  than 
the rates charged for agricultural mortgages  in the  same  period. 
However,  the return would  have  been much higher and  consequently 
more  attractive if calculated on  the original acquisition cost 
or, if the appreciation in land values were  included as  a  return, 
which in the  long term it must  be. 
While  there are plenty of estimates  of return on capital 
calculated as if farms  were  tenanted  (i.e. in which rental 
values are  imputed  and  regarded as  the  current return to  land-
ownership after deducting appropriate costs),  there is a  lack 
of published estimates of the return to total capital earned 
in practice by  owner-occupied  farms  and how  the return has 
varied with farm  size and  type.  However,  recent  estimates 
(Hearn,  1977)  of the  income  of owner-occupiers,  taking into 
account  both conventional  income  and capital gains  on  land, 
show their longer-run rewards  to have  been markedly  above  those 
which are  commonly  quoted  and help.  explain why  even  the  smaller 
owner-occupiers prefer to remain in farming despite apparently 
low current returns. 
When  the  incomes  o£  owner-occupiers  were  confined to  a 
consideration of NFI  plus Net  Farm Rents  (Gross  Rents  less the 
expenses  of land  Olvnership)  as  the  reward  for  the farmer's 
(and wife's)  labour, his management  and total capital invested 
(including land,  buildings  and  working capital),  Hearn  found 
that, after assuming an opportunity cost for  the  farm  capital 
in terms  of the alternative reward  available  from  investments 
in government  stock or other securities of similarly low risk, 
on  average  there was  no  income left over to reward  the  farmer 
for his manual  and managerial  contributions in most  years 
between  1965  and  1974.  When  conventional  income  was  combined 
with non-conventional  income  in the  form  of estimated ·capital 
gains  on  farmland,  however,  a  very different result  emerged. 
The residual  earnings  of farming,  after including the potential 
gross  redemption yields  on  owned  farmland  over arbitrary ten-
year periods,  were  relatively high  compared with earned  incomes 
in other sectors of the  economy.  This is illustrated in Table 
II  .• A.15(Hearn,  1977)  from  which it can be  seen that  the residual 
earnings  from  farming,  after charging for  the use  of capital at 
a  reasonable  opportunity cost,  is on most  sizes of farm well 
above  the  earnings  in comparable  occupations  (in other words 
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 Table II.A.14 
Return  on total caEital for all t;IEes  of' 
farms  exceEt horticulture.  2Z,2-4122  smd 
19Z2-3  - 12Z4-5 
En~land and  Wales  Scotland 
1972- 73-4  74-5  1972- 73-4  74-5  1973  1973 
Net  f'arm  income 
(£/ha)  69.5  73.7  64.6  18.8  15.0  19.7 
Farmer & wife's 
labour  (£/ha)  12.3  13.9  17.5  3.6  3.4  8.2 
Imputed  management 
salary  (£/ha)  17.1  19.0  21.9  4.8  4.4  5.1 
Investment  income 
(£/ha}  39.9  40.8  25.2  10.4  7.2  6.4 
Gross  rent  (£/ha)3  16.3  18.3  22.2  2.5  2.6  2.8 
Landlord's  expenses 
(£/ha)2  4.9  5.5  6.7  0.8  0.8  0.8 
Total  income  from 
capital  {£/ha)  51.3  53.6  40.7  12.1  9.0  8.4 
Land price  (£/ha}  1134.0  1542.0  1282.0  250.0  505.0  420.0 
Tenant's capital 
(£/ha)4  196.0  216.0  250.0  52.5  56.4  79.1 
Total capital 
(£/ha)  1330.0  1758.0  1.532.0  302.5  516.4  499.1 
Retury  on capital 
(d)  3.9  3.0  2.7  4.0  1 ·7  1.7  ;o 
1  Return  on  capital =  total income  f'rom  capital/ha +  total 
capital/ha,  where  total income  f'rom  capital/ha = investment 
income/ha plus net rent/ha. 
Investment  income/ha  =  net  f'arm  income/ha minus  f'armer's  and 
wif'e's  labour/ha minus  imputed management  salary/ha;  net 
rent/ha =  gross  rent/ha minus  landlord's  expenses/ha;  while 
total capital/ha = land price plus tenant's capital/ha. 
2  Annual  expenses  of'  landowners  on  owner-occupied  f'arms  amount 
to about  30%  of'  the gross rent  (ADAS,1976}. 
3  For  the  calendar years  1973,  1974  and  1975. 
4  Average  recorded valuation per ha. 
Source:  CAS,  1978 • 
87 the ratio of non-farming earnings  to actual  farm  occupational 
earnings is below unity). 
Much  depends  on  what  non-farm occupations  are  selected for 
a  '£air•  income  comparison.  However,  Hearn  found  that,  for the 
two-to-four-man business  (600-1199  smd),  farming  incomes  were  on 
average  in the  top  15  per cent range of professional earnings while 
for the  1200-4199  smd  group  average  occupational  earnings were 
in the  top  5 ·per cent  of earned  incomes.  When  it is considered 
that  a  large majority of farmers  are the  sons  of farmers,  tend 
to have  spent  much  of their working lives  on  farms  and have 
little or no  professional training or experience outside farming, 
it seems  highly unlikely that in general  they lvould  be  capable 
of achieving in an alternative  employment  the sort of rewards 
that  owner-occupied  farming  currently affords  them. 
The  evidence  provided by  the  smallest full-time  farms 
examined by Hearn,  the  one  and  two-man  farms  of 275-599  smd  shows 
that, after charging for use  of capital at  a  reasonable  opportu-
nity cost,  farmers  in this group were  earning only about  two-
thirds of the  rewards  earned by manual  labour in other industries. 
They  accounted for  about  38  per cent  of full-time businesses 
(England  and lvales  1974-).  However,  in view of the relatively 
high average  age  of farmers  on  small  farms  (Harrison(1975) 
found  that in 1969  37  per  cent  of all farmers  were  over  55  years 
old)  it is perhaps debatable whether  the  comparison with indus-
trial manual  labour is a  fair one.  A  comparison with earnings 
of farm  workers  might  show·  approximate parity,  although the 
advantages  of being self-employed are not  formally built into 
the  comparison.  Hearn's  conclusion  on  this  end of the  size 
spectrum is that calculating income  in this way  places  the  farm 
structure problem in a  new  perspective;  the problem becomes  not 
one  of low  relative returns  to  farming,  but  one  of low absolute 
cash  incomes  in which the appropriate  focus  of government  policy 
is to  switch from  encouraging the  out-migration of farmers  to 
one  of raising the opportunity cost  of farmers'  labour through 
education and  training. 
Productivity and  efficiency measures 
From  the aggregate viewpoint  an  important  facet  of the 
ownership  of farmland  is the  way  in which  the efficiency with 
which national resources are used relates to the  size and  tenure 
of farms.  For  example,  fiscal policy which  encouraged the break-
up  of large owner-occupied  farms  or which  prompted  the  owners  of 
rented land to sell to their tenants  could have  important  impli-
cations for  the level of agricultural  output~  The  gradual 
reduction in numbers  of small  farms  and  their incorporation in 
larger units is frequently  supported  on  the  grounds  of improv-
ing aggregate  efficiency,  but,others argue  that limits should 
be  placed  on  the maximum  permissible size of farms  for both 
social ~  economic  reasons. 
From  a  national viewpoint  productivity measurements  are 
usually considered  a  better guide  to the allocation of resources 
than returns  to capital derived  from  farm  income  calculations. 
Farm  incomes  are the margin between the market  value  of farm 
88 Table II.A.15 
Ratio  of average non-farm  earnings  to occupational 
earnings1  on  full-time  owner-occupied  farms  - all 
types  (excluding horticulture) 
Farm  size  smds  Average 
275-599  600-1199  1200-4199  Full-time 
275-4199 
smds 
Period 
1965-69 
Non-manual  industrial 
earnings  1.60  0.86  0.37  0.81 
Manual  industrial 
earnings  1.24  o.67  0.29  0.62 
General  managerial 
earnings 
1970-74 
Non-manual  industrial 
earnings  1.83  0.70  0.33  0.71 
Manual  industrial  1.54  0.59  0.28  o.6o  8arninfs  enera  managerial 
2.35  0.90  o.43  0.91  earnings 
1965-74 
Non-manual  industrial 
earnings  1 ·73  0.76  0.35  0.74 
Manual  industrial 
earnings  1 .41  0.62  0.28  0.61 
General  managerial 
earnings 
1  Based  on  an  assumed  capital return equivalent  to  medium 
dated British government  securities.  Accrued  capital 
gain on  farmland  is included. 
Source:  Hearn,  1977. 
output  minus  the  costs  of inputs,  some  of which  may  be  imputed. 
Income  is thus  a  residual after all other costs have  been removed. 
When  this is expressed  as  a  percentage  of the value  of capital 
assets  employed,  the resulting rate of return is only  a  partial 
measure  of the  effectiveness with which  resources  are  used  and 
attributes  the  income  margin to  a  single productive factor.  A 
more  complete  picture of the  productivity of all factors 
together is provided by dividing the  gross  output  from  a  farm 
by  the value  of all inputs  to produce  a  total efficiency measure. 
In current practice this means  charging for  the annual  services 
of land  and buildings  in the  form  of an  assessed rent  and  charg-
ing for  the  labour of the  farmer  and his wife at the rate 
appropriate,  say,  for hired labour.  For  convenience,  no  charge 
89 is imputed for the management  input  of the  farmer nor for the 
non-land capital,  although  a  depreciation allowance is made. 
A  study  (Agriculture EDC,  1973)  of the factors  affecting 
productivity at the farm  level conducted  in the way  just des-
cribed,  and  based  on  a  sample  of 1JJ  farms,  found  that 
efficiency was  strongly associated with three variables,  size 
of farm,  practical and  technical ability,  and  man  management 
and,less  strongly with marketing ability and  cost  awareness. 
Two  factors  were negatively associated with productivity,  the 
age  of the  farmer  and  the  size of the  pool  of surplus  labour. 
Among  those characteristics of farm businesse$ which held no 
apparent  relationship with productivity were,  rather surpris-
ingly,  land tenure  and  capital position,  the latter being 
measured  in several ways,  including the  long and  short  term 
liabilities to assets ratios  and  the asset structure. 
More  recent work  by Britton & Hill·  (1975  and  1978)  has 
further explored  the relationship between  farm  size and 
efficiency using  a  far larger sample  of farms  than the EDC 
study and has  shown  that,  while size and  efficiency are linked 
in both main  tenure  groups,  there are  important differences 
between the tenures  at the  lower  end  of the size spectrum. 
The basic size/efficiency relationship is shown  in Table 
II.A.16 and its accompanying graph  (Britton & Hill,  1975). 
Using data for  1970-1  for  a  cross-section of farms,  t~ey found 
that efficiency increased sharply with area of farm at first 
but  then less rapidly,  reaching a  level beyond  which  there were 
little, if any,  further increases  in efficiency.  These effici-
ency thresholds were  40-61  ha for dairy farms,  61-81  ha for 
mixed  farms,  81-101  ha for  cropping farms  and  101-121  ha  for 
livestock (cattle or sheep-rearing)  farms.  Within each farming 
type  the smaller farms  on  average did not attain anything like 
the level of output  (in relation to the resources  used) 
achieved by the larger farms.  The  low  efficiency of the 
smaller farms  was  due  very largely to the poor utilisation 
of the  farmer  and his wife's  labour;  the  improvement  in 
efficiency found  when  moving  away  from  the smallest  farms 
resulted principally from  the  ability of the larger farms 
to spread the  cost  of such labour  over  a  greater volume  of 
output.  Broadly similar results were  found  in Scotland 
(Dellaquaglia,1978)  although the great variations in quality 
of Scottish farmland  made  smds  preferable to area as  a 
measure  of farm size. 
Changes  in UK  capital taxation made  over the last two 
decades,  and  notably the Capital Transfer Tax  introduced in 
1974-5,  seem likely to have  the greatest  long-term  impact  on 
very large  farms  and  on  the private owners  of let land  (see 
Section II.D). Interest has  consequently turned to the relative 
efficiency of farms  in these  groups  in order to assess  the 
possible effect of fiscal measures  on  the  efficiency of the 
industry as  a  whole.  Very large farms,  though  few,  are  impor-
tant in output  terms;  also the possible existence of inter-
tenure differences  in efficiency are  clearly pertinent to 
arguments  about fiscal measures,  which have  become  increasingly 
designed to break up  the traditional landed estate.  Neither 
question was  adequately covered in their first study and  in 
90 Table II.A.16 
Average  efficiency ratio on different sizes 
and  tvpes  of farms,  England  and Wales,1970-1 
Size  Average  No.  Efficiency ratio  (output/input  x  group(ha  area(all of 
crops  and 
grass) 
8.1  -
20.2  -
40.5  -
60.7  -
80.9  -
101.2-
121.4-
161.9-
202.4  -
242.8  -
283.3  -
323.8  -
404.7  -
485.6  -
607.0  and 
over 
li21!= 
100}  types  of'  All  Live- Crop- farm)  farms  types  Dairy  stock  ping 
(Cattle 
& sheep) 
15.0  178  99.9  103.8  92.1  105.5 
30.0  494  108.9  111.7  102.3  108.8 
49.8  416  116.6  118 .o  116.6  116.4 
70.1  319  117.3  117.7  118.5  116 ·3 
90.3  238  120.3  118.9  120.6  123.3 
110.9  184  122.1  120.6  125.7  120.4 
139.6  225  122.8  118.4  126.4  126.2 
179·3  148  123.0  118.2  131·7  125.1 
218.5  96  123.2  122.5  118.6  124.9 
261.8  55  121.4  121_.7  (-)  120.4 
302.3  29  121.9  (123.4)  (-)  126.7 
364.2  44  124.2  (120.2)  (-)  126.3 
427.8  12  125.8  (-)  (-)  (-) 
(523.7)  6  (117.0)  (-)  (-)  (-) 
746.3  12  117 ·3  (-)  (-)  {-) 
Figures  in brackets  indicate that less than ten 
f'arms  were  recorded in the  group. 
Source:  Britton & Hill,  1975• 
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Mixed 
(-) 
106.9 
111 .1 
117.7 
117.9 
123.4 
119.0 
116.9 
124.2 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
{-) Table II.A.16  (associated graph) 
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92 1978  Britton & Hill published  a  further analysis based  on data 
for  1968  to  1973  drawn  from  the  FMS  covering about  2,500  farms 
each year.  Summarising their findings  on  the very large farms 
they  concluded that,  from  the  limited evidence available,  farms 
of over  404  ha were neither markedly more  nor  less inefficient 
(measured by the output/  input ratio)  than medium-sized  farm's  of 
the  same  farming  type.  Recently the general findings  of Britton 
& Hill have  received  support  from  analysis  of the  FMS  f'or  theperiod 
1968-9-1976-7 undertaken by  MAFF  (Lund  & Hill,  1978)  which in 
addition showed  a  tendency for the dispersion of'  efficiency to 
decrease with increasing farm  size,  at least for  some  farming 
types.  In Scotland the  evidence points  more  firmly to the  con-
clusion that the very large  farm  {of 3000  smd  and  over  -
approximately 8-men  labour force)  exhibits  some  falling off in 
efficiency (Dellaquaglia,  1978). 
It is sometimes  suggested that large  farms  achieve as  much 
output  per ha as  medium-sized  farms  do  but,  Britton & Hill  show 
that this is not  so  for  they found  that,  in England  and Wales, 
year after year,  on all types  of'  farm  output  per ha was  of a 
consistently higher value  on  the medium-sized  farms.  This is 
summarised  in Table II.A.17. 
Table II  .• A. 17 
Output  per ha  on  large and medium-sized  farms 
1968-73 
Mainly dairying 
Livestock rearing and 
fattening 
Cropping 
~fixed 
Output  per 
121-162 ha 
£ 
178 
72 
151 
200 
Source:  Britton & Hill,  1978. 
ha  (6-year average) 
405  ha 
£ 
151 
17 
128 
143 
Britton & Hill examined  the relationship between  farm  size, 
tenure  and  performance;  they defined owner-occupied  farms  as 
those containing less than  10  per cent  rented land,  and  rented 
farms  as  those  containing less  than  10  per cent  of'  owned  land, 
and  on this basis  found  that there was  a  band  of farm  sizes  from 
20-60 ha within which  tenanted farms  achieved efficiency ratios 
consistently superior to  those  of owner-occupied farms.  Within 
that size band  the differences were  statistically significant 
and applied to  each of the five  farming  types  examined  (Specialist 
Dairy,  Mainly Dairying,  Livestock  (Breeding and Fattening),  Crop-
ping and Mixed).  On  farms  larger than 60 ha no  consistent inter-
tenure differences  could be  found. 
The  relationship between  farm  size and  efficiency at the 
lower  end  of'  the size spectrum within  each farming  type  was  that, 
while  the average efficiency  rati~ of' rented farms  of 40-60 ha 
93 weresimilar to  those  of larger size groups,  the ratios of owned 
farms  were  lower.  Although,  in the 20-40 ha group,  rented farms 
had ratios  somewhat  lower  than those  of larger size groups, 
owned  farms  performed markedly less well.  Thus,  the  move  from 
the smaller to the larger owner-occupied  farm  is associated with 
a  large  improvement  in efficiency,  whereas  on  rented farms  the 
improvement  is less marked because  of the higher efficiency the 
smaller  ones  achieve.  This  is illustrated in Table II.A.18. 
In order to  endeavour  to  explain the relatively low effici-
ency  of small  owner-occupied  farms,  whose  performances  were 
largely responsible for the  poor  performance  of the size-group 
as  a  whole,  attention was  concentrated  on  the Specialist Dairy 
Farm  of 20-40 ha in the  FMS  for this is not  only the biggest 
in the  sample  in England  and  Wales  but  the  one  with the most 
consistent  and  frequently statistically significant inter-
tenure differences.  What  the figures  showed  was  that  owner-
occupiers  used  only as  much  tenant's capital per unit of land 
as  owned  farms  in the  larger size group  (60-120  ha)  but,  in 
spite of much higher levels  of labour being provided by the 
farmer  and his  spouse  on  the  smallest  farms,  achieved  only  a 
slightly greater level of output  per acre. 
In contrast,  rented Specialist Dairy Farms  of 20-40  ha 
used their land  much  more  intensively not  only than larger 
rented  farms  but also  owned  farms  in the  same  size group. 
Higher tenant's capital per ha produced  output which raised 
the efficiency ratio of these  farms  to  a  level not  greatly 
different  from  that of the  larger sized farms.  Britton &  Hill 
argue  that this more  intensive use  of capital is to be  explained 
in terms  of the relative charges  owner-occupiers  and  tenants 
face  for the use  of land.  Apart  from  the relatively small 
number  of heavy borrowers,  owner-occupiers  do  not  face  an 
actual  charge  for their land  and  the notion that  they should 
include in the assessment  of their income  some  opportunity 
cost  for the capital represented by their land does  not  accord 
with their attitudes in practice.  Many  of them have  inherited 
their land or bought it at historical prices  considerably below 
present  market value;  imputed rental charges  are in reality 
enjoyed as  income.  However,  land is far  from  a  'free input' 
for tenants,  and  the greater capital to  land ratio of the  small 
tenanted  farms  probably results  from  efforts to extract an 
acceptable standard of living in relation to  the rents  they 
have  to pay. 
Demonstrating that pockets  of inefficiency exist within the 
structure of agriculture does  not necessarily imply that the in-
dustry's overall performance  could be radically improved  by their 
removal.  For  example,  the  lower efficiency of small  farms  as 
conventionally calculated is by now well  established,  yet 
Britton & Hill estimate that if the  average  efficiency of all 
full-time  farms  with  a  workload sufficient for  two  men  or less 
(275-600  smds)  could be  brought  up  to the average  level attained 
by larger farms,  this would  represent  an  increase of only  2  per 
cent  in total agricultural output.  In aggregate  terms  a  costly 
policy of actively promoting farm  amalgamation to  remove  pockets 
of inefficiency at the  lower  end  of the  size spectrum would  seem 
unjustified.  However,  the_ solution of the actual  and  potential 
social problems  presented by the persistence of large numbers  of 
94 small  unviable units is of potentially greater importance  than 
a  mere  consideration of their share in total production would 
suggest. 
Table II.A.18 
Six-year average  transformed  efficiency ratios 
by size and  type  of farm,  1968-73 
Specialist 
Dairy 
Mainly 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
}fixed 
All  types 
Specialis~ 
Dairy 
Mainly 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
Mixed 
All types 
Specialist 
Dairy 
:Mainly 
Dairy 
Livestock 
Cropping 
f.lixed 
All types 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
9wned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
Owned 
Rented 
0  -
87.6(1.37~ 
91.2{147 
87.7  (41 
87.3  ~67) 
82.1  87) 
80.1  61) 
82.5  (69~ 
88.4  (66 
85.2  (5 
83.6  (14~ 
88.8(501 
88.1(405 
300  -
101.5  (61 
105.1  (78 
97.1  ( 73 
101.7  ( 94  * 
102.4(174 
108.0  (88 
103.9(199 
103.3(281 
99.3  (48 
103.5  (62~ 
102.3(587 
103.7(601)* 
700  -
101.5 
(11!  88.9  (8 
96.5  14 
102.1  42 
101.4  51~  114.3  70  * 
104.0  71 
100.2(111~ 
98.4  (8 
104.4  (19 
102.0~155~ 
104.4  250 
50  -
93.1~477~  100.6  526· * 
96.4  155 
101.0~158~*  81.8  207 
89.9  135 
83.8(135~ 
96.0(138  * 
87.4  (52 
99-5  {46}* 
90.3(1083) 
99 .o( 1068)* 
4oo  -
100.9  (14) 
110.9  (17) 
99.2  (40~ 
98.1  (54 
105.7(104 
107.1  (79~ 
102.5  142  106.3~156 * 
102.6  (48~ 
95.9  (47  * 
103.0(355 
104.1(357) 
1000  -
10,5.0  (16~ 
102.8  22 
118.2  58~  121.5  86 
97.0  35 
109.2  33~  95.9  24 
109.9  (7 
107  .o~  133~ 
115.4  143 
100  -
101.3~279~  105.3  321  * 
101.4  121 
99.6~176~  90.8  232 
100.2  117  * 
98.3(183~ 
96.8(144 
97.0  (73 
96.4  {61~ 
97.8  935  101.1~839 * 
500  -
106.2  (12) 
100.0  (6) 
101.2  {24~  98.1  50 
112.3  46 
107.8  (97~ 
103.9(106 
103.6(119 
99.4  (23~ 
104.0  (40 
105.1(216 
104.0(363} 
150-
103.5  412 
104.4  410 
103.1  293 
102.6  359 
98.3  449 
105.2  338  * 
100.8~575~  98.9  414 
102.4  164 
101.4~125) 
101.4  1979) 
102.6  1688)* 
600  -
116.2  (3) 
~~i:!  {~i~ 
104.2  ~27~ 
1~5:~  (~~~ 
112.1  (9~ 
100.0  (11 
100.3(161 
103.5(135) 
*  indicates that  the difference in Efficiency Ratios  between the 
owned  and rented farms  reached  the  5  per cent  level of statis-
tical significance. 
Source:  Britton & Hill,  1978. 
95 II.B. The  Land Market  :  Sales  and Prices 
II.B.(a)  Introduction 
The  last 25  years  have  seen considerable progress  in the 
collection,  collation and  dissemination of information on the 
prices  of farm  land.  From being an almost neglected field in 
the early 1950s,  studies have multiplied to an  extent where  the 
amount  of data available can be  quite  confusing.  Pioneering 
work  was  carried out  in the post-war period by Britton  (1949) 
and Ward  (1958)  and this work  continues at the University of 
Oxford Institute of Agricultural Economics.  Farmland  may  be 
sold at public auction or by private treaty and it is on the 
results of the  former  method  of sale that this work  was  and  is 
based.  The  results of private sales  can  only become  available 
as  the result of the  occasional  special  survey of agents,  such 
as  the  inquiry by Munton  (1975),  or as  the result of the sort 
of government  action which has  produced  the  sets of information 
published by  ~~FF to which reference will be  made  later. 
A  major  problem arises if the price at which  land is sold 
is to be  taken as  the value of agricultural land in general. 
The  reason for this is the very small proportion of the total 
which  comes  on  to the market  in any  one year.  In England  and 
Wales  in 1977,  for  example,  only  2  per cent  of the total area 
was  reported as  being sold;  but  even this is an  exaggeration 
as  some  of these sales were  intra-family and  the  land:would not 
have  come  on to  the market  in the normal  sense.  In some  years 
even smaller proportions  of sales are recorded  (less than one 
per cent  in 1975).  There is also  a  difference depending  on 
whether  land sold with possession or land sold with  a  sitting 
tenant is involved;  for  example,  in  1976  only 0.6 per cent  of 
the total area of tenanted  land  came  on  to the market.  In 
Scotland an  even  smaller proportion of the total area is sold 
in any  one year. 
The  consequence  of the relatively small number  of sales 
is that  genuine  short  term movements  in prices are difficult to 
identify and peculiar sales  may  unduly affect  the average price 
in any  one  month,  quarter or  even year.  It is possible to 
adjust  the  average to take into account  variations in some  of 
the  kno"~ and quantified variables  such as  size of farm  or 
region of the  country,  but  others,  such as  the nature  of the 
soil or the  extent  and  quality of the buildings are not  quan-
tified in the sales data.  There  are also  seasonal differences 
in the volume  of sales;  many  more  sales  occur in the middle  of 
the year than at the beginning and  end.  For these  reasons  not 
too  much  weight  should be  placed  on average prices for  less 
than  one year,  particularly if these relate to  smaller parts of 
the market,  such as  a  particular region or a  particular size of 
farm.  Even  annual variations,  especially if broken down  into 
component  parts,  should be  treated with reserve. 
II.B.(b)  Available price series 
As  indicated above,  the presence of several different price 
series,  based to  some  extent  on  the  same  data and  giving different 
results for different periods,  can be  confusing.  Fortunately 
96 they are reproduced  in one  publication,  the Farmland Market, 
and  although the  original sources  are  given below,  this is not 
only the easiest source for  the  casual  enquirer but  also the 
best for  those  who  may  be  interested in the details of individ-
ual sales, 
{i)  The Institute of Agricultural Economics,  University of 
Oxford 
This  is the longest price series available and is compiled 
by members  of the Institute staff from  the published reports  of 
sales at auction.  Since  1946,  the main series has  been based  on 
the weekly reports  in the Estates Gazette.  Before that  informa-
tion  came  from  the Estates Exchan  e  Year Book  of Auction Sales 
and  use  of an  earlier source  Royal  Statistical Society,  1891  , 
enabled the start of the series to be  pushed back to the early 
date of  1781.  The Estates Gazette data is  supplemented by data 
from  similar weekly reports  in the  Farmers·  Weekly,  The  main 
criticism of this series arises  from  the very nature of the data 
on which it is based  - the published reports  of sales at auction. 
First,  some  sales  may  go  unreported  - possibly the less  success-
ful  ones,  Second,  auction sales represent  only  a  part  and 
possibly  a  biased part  of the market,  although the  evidence  for 
the latter is inconclusive  (Munton,  1975).  There  is  some  evi-
dence  (Maunder,  1969)  that  some  of the earlier Estates Gazette 
reports  contained  inadequate  coverage  of some  areas,  This has 
now  been remedied by both the Estates Gazette  and  Farmers 
Weekly  making considerable efforts to  improve  their coverage 
and  by  the fact  that  the annual  prices  in the  'Oxford Institute 
series'  are  now  weighted  by regional factors  {Maunder,  1975)  as 
well as,  in effect,  by the .area  factors  which have  been used 
for  some  time  (Table II,B,1). 
As  well as  producing the  series  ..  described above,  since  1970 
the  Oxford Institute has  also calculated median prices  and inter-
quartile ranges  for  farms  with and  without  possession,  and  for 
bare  land in the  same  categories,  The  prices for  farms  with 
possession are further broken  down  by  size and  by region but 
the prices  for bare  land with possession are  shown  by  region 
only  {Table  II~B,2,), 
{ii)  ~ 
The  second main  series is that prepared by  the Ministry 
based  on  the returns  made  to local valuation offices of the 
Inland Revenue  for  stamp  duty purposes.  It thus  provides  a 
complete  coverage  of all sales  of farm  land,  including,  unfor-
tunately  some  intra-family sales,  probably at less than true 
market  value,  But  the  major  disadvantage  of this series, 
particularly in times  of rapidly changing prices,  is that  the 
dates  used refer to when  duty was  paid rather to when  the sale 
was  agreed,  This  means  that prices reported in one  six-month 
period may  in fact  refer to  transactions in the previous  one, 
or  even earlier.  It has  been stated  (ADAS,1977)  that the 
average delay is probably of the  order of nine months, 
The results  of this  enquiry were  published quarterly in 
MAFF  Press Notices  and half-yearly in Sales  of Agricultural 
97 Land  in England  and lvales  by  MAFF  Economics  Division III.  Now 
quarterly and half-yearly figures  are published only in 
Statistical Information Notices.  Annual  figures  are published 
in ADAS  Technical Reports,  Series  20.  Up  to  1969  only averages 
for all sales were  reported but  from  then  on  the series is 
broken  down  into tenanted  and with possession sales,  into sales 
of land with buildings  and  bare  land,  and,  into sales by size of 
farm  and  by area.  Four  indicators  of price movements  are also 
given  (Table II.B.J). 
The  major disadvantage  of the  above  series -that of time 
lag - has  been recognised by MA.FF which,  since  1974,  has  publish-
ed  an up-to-date series  (Tableii.~.4) based  on  information 
supplied by  the AMC  and  ADAS.  This  ADAS/AMC  series has  the 
merit  of being right up  to date;  it presents its information 
quarterly in MAFF  Press Notices  in the  form  of monthly rolling 
averages  (see  footnote  to Tables II  .• B.4.a  and b).  It relates 
only to vacant possession sales  and  does  not  attempt  any 
further  breakdown  of the material. 
Table II  .B .1 
Source: 
land  and 
With possession  Tenanted 
1970  605  + 
1971  647  543 
1972  1472  1317 
1973  1870  1240 
1974  1571  + 
1975  1331  + 
1976  1813  951 
1977  2448  1208 
1978  3279  2039 
*  10  ha  (approx.)  and  over 
+  insufficient sales reported 
The  Farmland Market  (Estates Gazette  and  Farmers 
Weekly). 
98 Table II.B.2a 
Median ;erice  of'  farms*  sold at auction with 
possession.  England  and Wales  - £  per ha 
Interquartil:-e 
Range 
Size  grou;e  1974  1975  1976  1977  1978  1978 
ha  (approx) 
10  - 19  2246  2115  2560  2824  3969  3278  - 4942 
20  - 39  1747  1547  2016  2658  3425  2639  - 4244 
4o  - 59  1492  1342  1856  2367  3126  2362  - 3762 
60  - 79  1567  1166  1831  2423  3264  2711  - 3869 
80  - 99  1416  1201  1668  2228  3181  2402  - 3771 
100  - 139  1337  1189  1609  2531  3480  2848  - 4016 
140  and  over  1280  1092  1730  2323  3595  2581  - 4433 
Region 
North  1594  1411  2076  2678  3711  2815  - 4432 
Wales  1142  1213  1475  1825  2253  1827  - 2998 
lves  t  Midland  1893  1619  2412  2831  3363  2868  - 4361 
East  Midland  1616  1421  1942  2615  3653  3165  - 4104 
East  2095  1680  2100  2785  3736  3264  - 4502 
South-West  1888  1470  1757  2402  3227  2599  - 4011 
South-East  1767  1359  1925  2710  3505  2985  - 3968 
All  f'arm~  1685  1483  1964  2526  3380  2630  - 4118 
*  10  ha  (approx.)  and  over 
Table II.B.2b 
Median :erice  of'  bare  land*  sold at auction with 
possession.  England  and  Wales  - £  ;eer  ha 
Interquartile 
Range 
Region  1974  1975  1976  1977  1978  1978 
North  1626  1381  1977  2590  3549  2790  - 4575 
Wales  1492  1428  1759  2474  3093  2343  - 4003 
West  Midland  1769  1596  2170  2583  3802  3105  - 4589 
East  Midland  1520  1431  1925  2376  3426  2806  - 4042 
East  1569  1292  1804  2471  3467  2584  - 4166 
South-West  1517  1648  1831  2233  3130  2471  - 3883 
South-East  1895  1337  1591  2256  2629  2145  - 3469 
All  land  1621  1483  1905  2409  3354  2607  - 4118 
*  2  ha  (approx.)  and  over 
Source:  The  Farmland Market  (Estates Gazette  and  Farmers 
Weekly). 
99 Table II.B.3 
Indicators  of land  ~rices in En~land and Wales 
{Sales  of  ha and  overl  1266-z8 
Sales  re:eorted  Average  Average  Total  land  Land  sales 
in the :eeriod  :erice  of  ~  stocks  :erice 
land sold  value  Price  index  index 
66 
~£  ~er ha}  ~Mid 1210 = 100~ 
Oct  6.5  - Mar  20  420  96.5  88.3 
Apr  66  - Oct  66  405  418  96.9  86.9 
Nov  66  - Apr  67  427  415  97.0  89.8 
May  67  - Oct  67  432  410  95.8  89.6 
Nov  67  - Apr  68  447  442  103.4  94.6 
May  68  - Oct  68  460  437  103.2  95-5 
Nov  68  - Apr  69  499  472  111 .4  103.4 
Apr  69  - Sep  69  479  450  107.0  103.4 
Oct  69  - Mar  70  497  430  102.6  101 .1 
Apr  70  - Sep  70  492  423  100.0  100.0 
Oct  70  - Mar  71  482  432  102.3  104.1 
Apr  71  - Sep  71  467  418  99.2  105.3 
Oct  71  - Mar  72  .514  452  107.0  110.4 
Apr  72  - Sep  72  .578  507  120.2  127.6 
Oct  72  - Mar  73  939  830  196.5  200.0 
Apr  73  - Sep  73  1250  1176  277.2  282.1 
Oct  73  - Mar  74  1512  1275  302.1  308.3 
Apr  74  - Sep  74  1436  1218  286.2  278.4 
Oct  74  - Mar  75  1299  1196  281.8  2.52.3 
Apr  75  - Sep  75  1109  895  211.5  223.2 
Oct  75  - Mar  76  1076  917  212.4  225.8 
Apr  76  - Sep  76  1086  917  213.4  238.8 
Oct  76  - Mar  77  1287  1 1 1 1  261.4  281 ·7 
Apr  77  - Sep  77  1295  1164  273.1  294.6 
Oct  77  - Mar  78  1747  1553  discontinued  359.4 
Apr  78  - Sep  78  1860  1600  389.0 
Notes:  The  Average Price of Land  Sold is obtained by dividing 
the total value of sales by the total area sold.  The 
figure  obtained for  each half-yearly period is thus 
affected both by changes  in the price o£ particular 
categories of land,  defined by  say location and  size, 
and  by  the  composition of sales  in that half-year. 
Thus,  for  example,  an  increase in the price of all 
categories  of land  could be  masked  by  a  change  in the 
distribution o£  land sales  towards  the  lower priced 
categories.  The  other three  indicators attempt  to 
correct  £or this factor,  but  in different ways. 
The  Avera~e Land  Value  is obtained £or  each half-year 
by weighting the average price of land sold in each 
category,  defined by area size group,  type  of tenure 
and  type  of farming  area according to the total area 
in the  corresponding category as  indicated by the 
results  from  the most  recent  June Agricultural Census. 
100 Table II.B.3  continued 
The Total Stocks Price Index is similarly calcu-
lated except  that the weights  are constant  from 
half-year to half-year and relate to  the  1970  June 
Census,  with the result being expressed relative 
to mid-1970  =  100. 
The  Land Sales Price Index is calculated by 
revaluing the sales in one half-year period at 
the average  prices,  for  each category,  in the next 
half-year period,  constructing the ratio between 
these  two  aggregate values  and repeating this 
process  for  each pair of consecutive periods  to 
form  a  linked index with mid-1970  =  100. 
A  more  detailed explanation of the methods  of calculation 
and uses of these  four  indicators is provided in the  ADAS 
Technical Report  20/6.  This report also details the break in 
series which  occurred at April  1969.  The  break affected the 
three indicators which  incorporate weighting procedures  and is 
indicated by  a  solid line in the table above. 
101 Table II.B.4a 
Sales agreed in 
three months 
ended 
May  1974 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January  1975 
February 
March 
April 
:t-'lay 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January  1976 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January  1977 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Number  o£ 
sales 
341 
335 
325 
265 
270 
268 
257 
199 
137 
105 
146 
186 
217 
245 
295 
317 
346 
336 
345 
287 
218 
202 
271 
337 
401 
439 
445 
444 
465 
491 
445 
311 
198 
186 
255 
374 
454 
497 
490 
477 
545 
586 
598 
421 
Area  involved 
•ooo  ha 
12.3 
13.5 
14.0 
12.8 
10.8 
11 ·3 
10.7 
9.3 
6.8 
5.1 
7.6 
8.3 
10.0 
10.8 
14.2 
15.2 
18.1 
16.9 
17.8 
13.2 
10.6 
10.3 
13.3 
13.8 
14.6 
16.8 
21.6 
22.3 
22.4 
20.2 
18.0 
13.9 
9.7 
8.5 
9.9 
12.4 
14.6 
16.3 
18.7 
20.0 
22.1 
21 • 1 
20.9 
14.1 
and Wales, 
Average 
price 
£  per ha 
1646 
1606 
1562 
1483 
1426 
1362 
1339 
1221 
1127 
1033 
1077 
1112 
1233 
1240 
1193 
1161 
1176 
1228 
1226 
1253 
1254 
1299 
1381 
1472 
1537 
1562 
1502 
1510 
1552 
1655 
1731 
1690 
1768 
1728 
1992 
1936 
1965 
2000 
2155 
2304 
2348 
2343 
2358 
2377 
Index 
1973 
= 100 
96 
88 
90 
82 
80 
74 
71 
64 
62 
63 
62 
65 
72 
72 
70 
67 
67 
71 
69 
67 
68 
73 
76 
80 
84 
83 
81 
83 
88 
94 
101 
99 
107 
104 
109 
102 
105 
106 
117 
131 
126 
128 
130 
132 
1  Vacant  possession sales prices  summarised  in a  series of three-
monthly rolling averages.The average price for any  month  in the 
table relates to sales  of vacant  possession land contracted in 
that month  and  the previous  two.The  price averages  are weighted 
by area and size group  to calculate the  index which is thus  a 
truer representation of market  movements. 
Source:  ~UFF Press Notices. 
102 Table II.B.4b 
ADAS  Sales  of' 
Sales  Number  Area in- Average  price  Price  1  agreed  in  of'  volved  index  three months  sales  •ooo  ha  £/ha  1973=100  ended 
1  9  7  8 
January  260  9.1  2648  131 
February  187  6.3  2715  134 
March  216  6.9  2738  136 
April  300  9-7  2765  138 
May  388  13.3  2814  142 
June  411  15.3  2886  147 
July  428  18.2  3120  157 
August  383  16.2  3132  161 
September  418  18.4  3234  165 
October  423  15.4  3200  169 
November  420  14.9  3440  179 
December  326  9.6  3721  197 
1  9  7  9 
January  199  6.0  3963  209 
February  121  3-7  4080  212 
March  172  4.8  4089  206 
April  254  6.7  3878  201 
May  376  9·3  4150  215 
June  395  10.9  4258  231 
July  457  14.5  4384  223 
N.B.  The  figures  f'or  the most  recent  three month  periods  are 
provisional and  are  subject  to revision as  information 
becomes  available about  other sales  in these periods.  In 
particular,  the number  of'  reported  sales  and  total area 
sold are likely to  increase. 
1  The  weights  used  in the construction  of'  the  index are 
derived  from  the sales  of'  land with vacant  possession 
in each  of'  the  seven  MAFF  administrative regions  in 
England  and  each  of'  five  area size-groups  reported  in 
the series during the  three year period  1974-76. 
103 (iii)  Country Landowners'  Association  (CLA) 
A description of land price  information available for 
England  and  Wales  would  be  incomplete without  mentioning the 
quarterly series published by  the  CLA.  This  is based  on  in~or­
mation collected  from  something over  150  chartered surveyors  in 
all parts  of England  and Wales.  Each  one fills in a  form  every 
quarter giving the  number  of sales  and  the total amount  of land, 
average  price and  range  of prices  in several categories.  The 
CLA  holds  that  the  surveyors  are  thus  more  likely to  include 
all sales rather than  only those  they want  publicised.  Sales 
are distinguished between tenanted  and vacant  possession,  over 
and  under  40.5 ha  and  lowland  and hill land. 
An  additional  feature  of the  CLA  series is that it provides 
information about  sales to institutions.  This  provided the first 
evidence  on  the interesting question of to  whom  agricultural land 
was  being sold.  More  recently,  and  more  reliably,  further infor-
mation  on  this matter has  from  time  to  time  been provided in the 
MAFF  Press  Notices  on  land prices. 
(iv)  Department  of Agriculture & Fisheries for Scotland  (DAFS) 
A  land price series for Scotland has  been available since 
1949  (Mackenzie,  1974).  Between  1949  and  1962  information is 
available only for  sales  of farms  of over 40.5 ha.  From  1963  to 
1975  this  lower limit was  reduced  to  8.1  ha  and  from  1976onwards 
all sales  of 2  ha  and  over are  covered.  Scottish Land  Sales are 
recorded  in the General Register of Sasines  and  copies  are sent 
to  the Valuation Offices  of the Inland Revenue.  Details are  then 
sent  on  to  DAFS.  The  following different categories  of sale are 
recorded: 
A  Land  remaining in agriculture  -
1.  equipped  farms  (land  and  buildings) 
2.  bare  land 
3.  'non-genuine'  (family)  sales 
4.  price unduly affected by non-agricultural 
considerations 
5·  estates  (multi-farm,  both in-hand  and  tenanted) 
6.  other 
B  Land  sold for non-agricultural purposes  -
7•  roads,  housing,  industry 
8.  afforestation 
9.  other development  (e.g. mineral working) 
C  Non-agricultural land. 
The  following categories are also distinguished  - vacant 
possession and  tenanted, hill and upland  and  other,  broad 
regional  groups,  size groups  and price distributions.  Altogether 
these  provide  a  very  complete picture of the  land market  in 
Scotland. Table II.B.5 gives  some  recent figures. 
Until  comparatively recently sales at public auction were 
relatively rare in Scotland.  The  usual  method  of sale was  by 
104 private treaty or sealed offer,  this being the method  favoured 
by solicitors who,  in Scotland,  are  the traditional selling 
agents.  This  means  that records  of sales at public auction 
cannot  provide  an alternative and  more  up  to date source  of 
information  - as  is the  case  south of the Border.  The  sale 
price information provided by  DAFS  relates to date of sale and 
this presumably means  date of completion.  No  information exists 
respecting the  time  interval between the bargain being struck 
and  the sale being completed. 
In  1977  the Scottish Landowners'  Federation initiated a 
quarterly survey of rural land values  in Scotland along similar 
lines to the  one  carried out  in England  and Wales  by  the  CLA. 
Table II.B.5 
Average  sale prices  of farms  {categor:I  One}  in 
Scotland  1970-7.  £  per ha 
Highland  and Upland  Lowland 
1970  119  304 
1971  89  214 
1972  133  403 
1973  286  873 
1974  412  955 
1975  307  787: 
1976  424  902 
1977  528  1259 
Source:  DAFS  Scottish  A~ricultural E~onomi~§· 
Land  values  in Scotland have  tended  to be  lower than in 
England with good arable land regularly fetching less  than 
similar land  in southern and  eastern England.  In  1977  and  1978 
however,  and  partly as  a  result of the weather  experienced in 
both countries,  the price of good  arable  land in Scotland rose 
to £6,500 per ha well  ahead  of that in England but  since the 
autumn  of  1978  that margin has  been greatly reduced. 
(v)  The  Land  Market  in Northern Ireland 
Statistics on sales  of agricultural land are  less  abund-
ant  in Northern Ireland than in other areas  of the UK.  Apart 
from  data  relatin~ to sales  of land made  under the various  Land 
Acts(Table II.B.6)  the  only official series is of average  land 
prices  from  1959  onwards  and  is obtained from  information 
collected £or Land Registration and  Inland Revenue  purposes  by 
the Department  of Finance,  Northern Ireland.  Sales  for  non-
agricultural use  and of holdings  smaller than  2  ha are excluded. 
Because  of the facility of letting land in conacre  the 
proportion of the agricultural area reported as  being sold each 
year is relatively small,  and  tending to fall.  In  1959  sales 
of agricultural land totalled about  17,000 ha,  but  in recent 
years  sales have  declined to  some  8,000 ha annually,  about  0.75 
per cent  of the total agricultural area.  The  average  area o£ 
105 the holdings  being sold has  shown  re1ative1y little change  from 
year to year at  around  10-12 ha.  Currently about  700-800  sa1es 
are  made  a  year  compared with over  1,400 in the ear1y  1960•s. 
Although the number  of agricultural holdings is declining 
steadily over time nevertheless sales have fallen more  rap~dly; 
at present  about  1.5 per cent of ho1dings  are sold each  ye~r 
compared with slightly over  2  per cent  in  1959  (Alexander,1967), 
Because details  of land quality,  or the presence of a  farm 
dwelling or of farm buildings are not  available the analysis  of 
land prices is limited to the locality of the sale within 
Northern Ireland and  to  the effect of the size of the holdings 
being sold upon  the  average price.  However,  because  few  sales 
are  made  in any period averages  can be markedly affected by the 
impact  of individual sales in a  given area or size group.  For 
most  purposes  therefore,  the overall average of prices paid is 
the best indicator of trends  in land prices in Northern Ireland, 
This  series,  given in Table II.B.7  shows  that prices  increased 
10  fold  between  1959  and  1977  and  by  50  per cent again in 1978. 
At  present,  average prices per ha are approaching £3,000  com-
pared with £163  in 1959.  The  average price paid by  some  JOO,OOO 
tenants  in the whole  of Ireland to their landlords  under  the 
various Land Acts  for almost  4  million ha of agricultural land 
was  about  £26  per ha  (Table II.B.6), 
Table II.B,6 
Land 
Purchase 
Act(Year) 
1870 
1881 
1885-88 
1891-96 
1903 
1909 
Total 
Source: 
Land  purchases  in Ireland under  the various 
Land Purchase Acts,  1870-1920 
No.of  Total 
Holdings  area 
Purchased  (acres) 
877 
731 
25,367 
46,834 
204,341 
18,658 
52,906 
30,657 
942,625 
1,482,749 
6,,526,344 
625,213 
Total 
Purchase 
Money 
£ 
859,522 
355,594 
10,162,834 
13,401,226 
70,949,360 
.5,538,341 
Cash 
Lodged by 
Purchasers 
£ 
344,986 
114,793 
170,298 
254,334 
8.59,651 
1.53,348 
Amount 
of 
Advances 
£ 
514,536 
240,801 
9,992,536 
13,146,892 
70,089,709 
5,384,993 
296,808  9,660,494  101,266,877  1,897,410  99,369,467 
H.M,Government,  Northern Ireland,  1947. 
Prices paid for  the smaller sized parcels  of land  (2-8 ha) 
have  consistently achieved the highest  average  prices per ha 
probably because  many  include. a  dwelling house.  Prices paid for 
larger holdings  (40  ha and  over)  normally  show  a  much  lower 
average  price but with a  higher degree  of variability, reflec-
ting the varying proportion of farms  from  marginal  or upland 
areas with large areas  of rough grazing.  Average  prices paid 
for agricultural land have  tended to be higher in Northern 
Ireland than in other parts  of the  UK  and  to follow  closely the 
movement  of~NFI with a  one  year time  lag  (Whatmough,  1973). 
106 There· is little evidence  of'  any substantial activity by 
institutional bodies  in the land market  in Northern Ireland. 
This  is probably due  to the  small  average  size of' holdings 
being sold;  very large  f'arms  or estates appear  f'or  sale only 
infrequently. 
Table II.B.7 
Year 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
Jan  1972-
Mar  1973  2 
Apr  1973-
Mar  1974 
Apr  1974-
Mar  1975 
Apr  1975-
Dec  1975  3 
1976 
1977 
1978 
Average  prices paid1  f'or  agricultural land 
in Northern Ireland 
No.  of' 
sales 
1 ,)48 
1,431 
1,423 
1,241 
1,286 
1,249 
1,194 
1,397 
1,164 
1,235 
1,248 
1,046 
1,001 
1,237 
901 
694 
423 
753 
828 
701 
Total 
value 
£  million 
2.73 
2.80 
).)6 
).00 
).)6 
).56 
).62 
4.29 
).99 
4.26 
4.48 
4.27 
4.92 
8.94 
7.95 
10.60 
15.)4 
18.23 
Ha 
16,754 
17,037 
16,835 
14'  123 
15,175 
13,597 
13,435 
15,241 
14,487 
12,832 
12,899 
10,441 
10,469 
1),622 
11,221 
7,967 
4,315 
7,922 
9,325 
7,435 
Average 
price/ha 
163 
164 
200 
212 
221 
262 
269 
281 
275 
3'32 
347 
409 
470 
656 
831 
998 
1,108 
1,338 
1 ,645 
2,452 
1  Sales  below  2  ha and  f'or  development  are  excluded.  No 
adjustment has  been made  f'or  an average delay  of'  about 
J  months  from  date  of'  sale to reporting period 
2  15  month  period 
3  9  month  period 
Source:  Whatmough  based  on Dept.  of' Finance, 
Northern Ireland data.  Private correspondence. 
107 II.B.(c).  Conclusion 
The  preceding section described  the main  sources  of infor-
mation  on  farmland prices in England  and Wales,  Scotland and 
Northern Ireland.  All  sources  suffer from  one  or other defects. 
For  example,  although the main  series produced  by  MAFF  has  the 
great advantage  of relating to all sales of farmland it has  the 
great  disadvantage,  particularly in times  of rapidly changing 
prices,  of relating to  the wrong  time  period.  On  the other 
hand,  the series produced  by  the Institute of Agricultural 
Economics  at Oxford relates  to  the right  time  period but  only 
to those sales made  at public auction.  The  user of these statis-
tics must  therefore  choose  which series is appropriate for his 
particular purposes. 
For England  and  Wales  information  on  sales is broken  down 
into the  following categories:  location (in very broad terms), 
land with or without buildings,  with possession or tenanted, 
and  size of farm  or parcel sold.  More  detailed information is 
available for Scotland.  No  information is generally available 
regarding the quality of the  land  or  the  condition of the build-
ings nor regarding the  type  of farming practised.  No  information 
exists regarding the  type  of seller, i.e. private landowner,  type 
of institution or owner  occupier;  nor,  until comparatively 
recently regarding the  type  of buyer.  In Scotland,  however, 
sales to sitting tenants have been distinguished separately for 
some  time.  It would  also be useful  to know  the  purpose for 
which the land was  bought,  e.g.  to  enlarge  an existing farm, 
for  investment  purposes  or whatever. 
Finally,  some  brief mention  should be  made  of the major 
variables which  appear to affect the price of farmland.  In 
general  terms  these are  similar to  the  categories  outlined at 
the  beginning of the preceding paragraph;  but  'location'  will 
embrace  elements  of expected agricultural return,  residential 
value  and  a  hope  element.  Land with  a  farmhouse  and buildings 
is to be  expected to fetch  a  higher price per ha than bare land. 
In fact  there is very little difference;  but  the real effect is 
masked  because bare  land is generally sold in quite small 
parcels,  which  always  fetch  a  higher price.  The  earlier analyses 
of farm  land prices  invariably showed  a  strong negative relation-
ship between size of £arm  and  price per ha.  Recently,  this has 
become  less  pronounced,  possibly due  to  the  increasing 
profitability of large  farms. 
Hyder  & Maunder  (1974)  attempted  to  analyse  the determina-
nts of variations in the price of farmland;  but  they concluded 
that, without  the possession of more  detailed information regar-
ding individual  farm  sales  any analysis  was  bound  to be  incom-
plete.  So  far as  external  influences are  concerned,  such as  the 
condition of the property market,  Clayton & Maunder  (1977) 
examined  these  (among other things)  in the  context  of changes  in 
the price of land  over  a  period of twenty five years. 
108 Section II.C.(a)  and II.C.(b)  which  follow are concerned with legal 
questions.  The  well  informed  and  those with  a  legal training 
are likely to find  them relatively straightforward,  more  general 
readers  might not.  Section II.C.(c}takes  up  the  same  matters  in 
broader more  functional  terms. 
IIaC. Arrangements  relating to inheritance and  land transfers 
II·C.(a). Beneficial land ownerships 
(i)  Estates  and  tenure 
People  in England  own  only  a  right or interest in land, 
and not,  as  in other countries,  the  land itself which  technic-
ally,  is all owned  by  the  Crown.  The  right to  occupy,  the 
right to  occupy at  some  future date,  the right  to  take the rents 
and profits of the  land,  the right  to the capital value  on  sale, 
the right  to determine  when  and  to  whom  the  land shall be  trans-
ferred are all interests in one  piece of land that  can  each be 
held by different individuals  and yet exist simultaneously as 
interests in that piece.  Freehold describes  tenure,  how  the 
land is held  from  the  Crown without  payment  of money  or service. 
Freehold is effectively absolute ownership.  The  fee  simple is 
the greatest estate that exists.  'Fee'  denotes  that it is an 
estate that  can pass  by inheritance and  'simple'  denotes  that 
it can do  so without  any  condition,  limitation,  or restriction 
as  to heirs.  The holder may  leave his  interest by will to 
whomsoever he  wishes  and if he  dies  intestate, without  making 
a  will, it is held for  the benefit of his  spouse  and heirs. 
The  owner  of the  fee  simple  may  carve  out  of his estate a 
lesser interest,  a  term  of years,  and  thus  create  a  lease 
transferring the right to possession of the land to  someone 
else,  in return for  a  periodic payment  of rent  or a  capital  sum. 
The  leaseholder of this term holds  the  land  from  the fee  simple 
freeholder  and  may  choose to  occupy the land himself or in 
turn carve  out  a  lesser interest,  which must  be  a  shorter term 
than he  holds himself,  and  grant  a  sub-lease.  Since  the major 
land legislation of  1925,  only these  two  estates,  of fee  simple 
absolute  and  leasehold term of years  absolute  can exist as 
legal estates.  Legal  estates in land bind all the world;  they 
are enforceable against  everyone whether they know  of their 
existence or not.  The  1925  Property Legislation was  designed 
to simplify the transfer of legal interests in land.  It 
abolished the final incidents  of the feudal  system and  stream-
lined the  system to permit  just these  two  legal estates.  But, 
in doing so,  it increased the  importance  of interests in land 
which are held enforceable against  other persons  but  do  not 
exist in law as  a  right  in the  land itself.  These are equitable 
interests. 
(ii)  Common  law and  equity 
The distinction between law  and  equity,  between legal and 
equitable rights,  is particularly important  in land law.  Often 
it involves trusts.  A  trust is  a  relation or association based 
on  confidence between  one  person or persons  who  hold  the legal 
estate in land  on behalf of,  and  for the benefit of,  another. 
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enjoy the rights of occupation,  or rent,  and profit  from  the 
land held in trust for him.  The  holder of the legal estate in 
land  as  trust is generally  a  trustee who  does  not benefit  from 
his  landownership but  whose  primary duty is executive,  to  carry 
out  the  terms  of the trust.  The  rights  of a  beneficiary under 
a  trust are  equitable. 
The  development  of equity has  ensured that  such rights are 
valid and  enforceable  against all the world with the  one  excep-
tion of a  bona fide  purchaser of the legal estate in the  land 
who  does  not  have notice  of the  equitable interest.  The  signi-
ficance  of this  exception has  been reduced  since  1925  by  the 
statutory registration of equitable interests.  This  is deemed 
to be notice of an  equitable interest's existence to  the whole 
world.  Nonetheless,  it is still possible that  the  owner  of an 
equitable beneficial interest in land  may  not  be registered. 
In that  case it is possible that  the  legal estate may  be  sold 
to  a  bona  fide  purchaser against  whom  such an  equitable interest 
will not  be  enforceable.  This  means  that  someone 1s  unregistered 
equitable interest in land  could be  terminated by  a  purchaser of 
the  legal estate in that  land  who  did not  have notice of the 
interest. 
One  of the original purposes  of a  trust was  to ensure that 
land  remained within  a  family  and  passed  down  a  preferred line 
of succession.  Thus,  land left to A  and  B  on trust for  C  for 
life,  then to  D  for life,  remainder  to D's  children creates  a 
Trust with A  and  B  as  trustees  ensuring the beneficial interest 
in the land passes  from  C  to D,  then to D's  children.  A  and  B 
hold  the legal estate as  joint tenants  and  trustees for C  in 
the first  instance as  beneficial owner. 
(iii)  Rules against remoteness 
The  common  law regards with hostility any attempts  to 
remove  the right  to transfer land freely.  The  right of transfer 
is termed  the right  of alienation in law,  and it is future  con-
trol and  limitation on  the  freedom  of this right of alienation 
that  must  be restricted.  The  law has  rules  to prevent  too 
remote  control. 
The  law against  perpetuities has  evolved to prevent  land 
being settled on trust perpetually so  allowing  a  man  to dictate 
the descent  of rights to possession for  generations after his 
death.  In essence,  the rule renders  void  any  arrangement  which 
actually or potentially prevents  a  certain absolute  interest 
arising for more  than  a  life in being and  21  years  thereafter, 
or,  an alternative fixed specified term of up  to  80 years.  Thus, 
land  may  be settled on  A  for life and  the  remainder  (the  sub-
sequent  right  to  the interest)  to  such of his  children as 
achieve  21  years  of age  because  such children must  come  into 
their interest in land within  21  years after the  end  of A 1s 
life,  a  life in being when  the trust was  set up.  But  a  settle-
ment  on  A  for life,  then to A's  son for life,  remainder to A1 s 
sons'  sons  would fail because  the interest in land would not 
for certain go  to  identifiable persons  absolutely within the 
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allows  one  to wait  and  see whether the  interest does  belong 
absolutely to  a  person or persons within the perpetuity period. 
Only if it then does  not,  does  the trust fail,  and  the  land 
reverts  to  the estate of the settlor for  the benefit of his 
successors. 
Historically,  remote  control of the transfer of property 
was  also made  possible by the creation of the estate of fee 
tail.  The  fee tail was  an estate limited to  inheritance by 
lineal descendants  only,  to the heirs  of the body,  the  children 
of the creator of the estate.  Since  1925  it can  exist  only as 
an  equitable interest,  and  the legal estate of fee  simple has 
to  be held  on trust for  the beneficiary of the equitable inter-
est,  now  called an  entailed interest.The fee tail could only 
pass  to  the next heir and  was  designed  so  that the interest 
could be  transferred to no-one  else.  As  the  common  law regards 
the right to transfer land freely as  inviolable,  the  fee tail 
became  readily convertible into  a  full fee  simple at an early 
date.  Now,  the entail may  be barred,  that means  the transfer 
to heirs alone  may  be  removed,  by  a  'disentailing assurance' 
during the lifetime of the  owner  of the entailed interest,  or 
by  careful wording in his will.  Either way,  provided  the 
holder of the  entailed interest is in possession of the property, 
it can  be  freed  from  this major limitation to transfer. 
II.C.(b).·Land  tran~fer 
When  an  interest in land is transferred by  one  living 
person to another the deed  or instrument by which this is done 
is termed  a  conveyance.  When  a  property is left by  a  deceased 
person,  it is transferred by will,  or, if the deceased  leaves 
no valid will,  according to  the rules  of intestacy.  This 
section focuses  on the major differences  in the powers  of 
transfer of the different interests in land,  comparing transfer 
during lifetime with that  on death. 
(i)  The  legal estate - fee  simple absolute in possession 
This  is the first of the  two  interests in land that  can be 
described as  legal estates.  The  fee  simple absolute in possess-
ion approximates  to absolute ownership.  The  owner  of such an 
estate can freely transfer his  estate to another during his 
lifetime by  a  conveyance.  Qualified solicitors are the only 
persons  allowed to carry out  conveyancing in return for pay-
ment.  The  main  task of the  conveyancer is to  ensure  that  the 
purchaser acquires  a  good title to the  land which  the vendor 
purports  to sell.  Since  the  1969  Law  of Property Act  this 
entails tracing the title back at  least  15  years  to  ensure  the 
present  owner has  a  valid claim to the  land he  wishes  to sell, 
and  that it is free  from  third party rights. 
Transfer of the fee  simple  on  the decease  of the  owner  may 
be  made  in accordance with a  valid will under  the Wills Act 
1837  to whomsoever  the  owner  wishes.  Nonetheless,  it has  been 
the practice for  landowners  to leave the majority of their 
wealth,  and usually all the land,  to  the  eldest son in accord-
ance with the English tradition and  common  law rule of 
Ill inheritance  of primogeniture.  There  is  a  dearth of statistical 
evidence  as  to how  many  landowners still leave their estate in 
land  to  the  eldest son.  Many  agricultural  landowners  spread 
their land assets  amongst  members  of the  family  to mitigate the 
effects  of a  progressive tax  on  capital structure.  But  among 
the  long established large  landowners  primogeniture is often 
maintained  to retain central control and  support  the  often 
onerous  liability of large houses  and  their valuable contents. 
On  the death of the  owner  of the  fee  simple,  it passes 
under  a  will via the  personal representatives,  the  executors, 
to whomsoever it is devised.  If the  owner  of the  fee  simple 
dies  intestate,  then,  the  legal estate passes  to  the  statutory 
personal representatives  under  the rules  of intestacy laid down 
in the Administration of Estates Act  1925  to be held with all 
other property of the person dying intestate for  the benefit  of 
the deceased's  spouse,  his  issue,  or near relations.  On  intes-
tacy,  the legal estate is held by  the personal representatives 
and  ceases  to be  the beneficial  form  of ownership  for  the  time 
being.  It is replaced by  the  equitable beneficial interest of 
those  for whose  benefit  the  land is held  on  trust for sale. 
This  form  of trust is considered with others  below. 
(ii)  Leaseholds 
The  second  legal estate of a  leasehold,  a  term  of certain 
duration,  can be  carved  out  of the  fee  simple.  The  fe~ simple 
owner  is then left with the  interest of a  fee  simple  in rever-
sion because  the beneficial rights  of ownership he  has  granted 
to  the  leaseholder will revert  back  to him  or his  successors  as 
the  fee  simple  when  the  term  of  years  expires.  The  owner  of 
the  leasehold  can  in turn carve  a  leasehold for  a  shorter term 
out  of his  interest· and  grant  a  sub-lease.  The  right  to 
beneficial  occupation of the  land  may  thus  need  tracing through 
many  leases  to find  the  1head 1  lessee who  holds  from  the  fee 
simple  owner.  Such  a  line of lessees  is frequently  found  in the 
ownership  of residential property,  and  the beneficial interest 
in a  lease  may  be  sold unless  expressly forbidden  in the lease. 
Transfer is made  by  assignment  of the  lease when  the whole 
interest is sold in contrast  to  the  creation of  a  sub-lease 
when  a  lesser part  of the  interest is carved  out. 
A  lease is customarily used  to describe  longer  terms  of 
years  and  a  tenancy for shorter ones.  The  agricultural  tenancy 
is the  legal estate of leasehold but  for  a  term usually  'for 
year to year•.  It is  a  creature of custom  and  statute.  Agri-
cultural land was  traditionally let for  a  period of  a  year as 
the basic  cycle  of production for most  arable enterprises. 
Sometimes  longer leases have  been granted.  But,  statute over-
laps  the  common  law  and,  under section 2  of the  1948 
Agricultural Holdings  Act,  instead of the  land  reverting to  the 
owner  of the  fee  simple  or the superior leaseholder,  the  owner 
of  a  fixed  term of years  in agricultural land automatically 
obtains  a  tenancy  from  year to year when  the fixed  term  expires. 
(See  Section III.B.(c)). 
(iii)  Transfer of interests under trust 
The  apparent  complexity of a  trust is more  easily understood 
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land holds it for  the benefit  of another.  It can be  that he 
holds it for his  own  benefit for the  time being,  but  he will 
also hold it for  the benefit  of another.  That benefit is an 
equitable interest.  When  considering transfers of land under 
trust, it is necessary to follow  the transfer of both the legal 
estate and  of the  equitable interests and  where  the  power  for 
the disposition of both lies. 
(a)  Settled land and  Settlements 
Land  is said to be settled if it is limited to several 
persons  in succession,  which  means  that  the person for  the  time 
being in possession has  no  power  to deprive  the  others  who  have 
a  future right  in that  land  to  the right of their future  enjoy-
ment.  The  Settled Land  Act  1925 defines  the  categories that 
comprise settled land.  The  most  important  categories  are  land 
limited in trust for  any  person by  way  of succession,  land 
limited in trust for  any  person in possession for  an entailed 
interest,  for  a  base fee,  or because he  is  a  minor,  or where 
the legal estate is subject  to  a  condition or made  determinable 
on  the  occurrence  of  some  event.  A  fee  simple  conveyed  to  B 
provided he  remains  single is  a  legal estate subject  to  a 
condition.  A  fee  simple  conveyed  to  C  until he marries  is  a 
determinable fee. 
In  s~ch circumstances,  the  land is settled land and  the 
instrument  by which it is limited upon trust is termed  the 
settlement.  The  person of full age  who  is for  the  time being 
beneficially entitled under  a  settlement  to  possession of 
settled land  f',or  his  li:fe is termed  the tenant  f'or  li:fe;  he 
enjoys  the beneficial equitable interest in the land,  notably 
the right to rent  and  profit  :from it, and  also has  the  legal 
estate vested in him  to hold  on  trust  :for himself and his 
successors.  On  his death,  his interest in the land ceases 
entirely,  and  does  not  pass  to his  legal personal representa-
tives.  Instead,  the  trustees  o:f  the  settlement,  appointed by 
the trust instrument  or according to statute,  take  the legal 
estate as  special personal representatives  and transfer it to 
the person next  entitled under the  settlement.  If' the settle-
ment  comes  to  an  end  with the  decease  of'  the  ten~t :for life, 
the trustees  transfer the  legal estate by  simple assent  to  the 
person absolutely entitled. 
It can be  seen that  the  tenant  :for  li:fe has  no  interest to 
devise  on his death but  otherwise  enjoys  almost  absolute rights 
of'  ownership.  During his  lifetime he  may,  on  giving  a  month's 
notice to  the trustees,  sell or  exchange  land  comprised  in the 
settlement,  transferring the legal estate,  providing it is done 
at  the best price obtainable;  he  may  lease  the land at  the best 
rent  obtainable,  for  up  to  999  years  :for  :forestry and  building, 
100 years  f'or  mining and  50  years  :for  any  other purpose.  He  may 
even  mortgage  the property :for  limited purposes.  But  any  capital 
monies  so  obtained must  be  paid to at least  two  trustees,  who 
hold it :for the benefit  of'  successors  to the tenant  f'or life. 
The beneficial interests of the tenant  :for life and his 
successors  are  transferred  f'rom  the  land to the capital.  However 
although the  tenant  :for li:fe  may  not  have  these statutory powers 
ll3 removed  he  cannot  exceed  them  either.  Any  transaction that does 
so  is void.  The  tenant for life cannot  delegate or assign his 
statutory powers,  he  can  only surrender his life interest, 
although not necessarily to the remainder-man next  entitled 
under  the settlement.  Furthermore,  he  is bound  to  exercise 
his  own  powers  in good  faith for  the benefit of all the 
beneficiaries under  the  settlement. 
(b)  Discretionary Trusts 
Discretionary trusts  may  be  either settlements or,  trusts 
for sale.  Under  them  land is settled but  there is no  tenant 
for lifeJ  it is up  to the trustees to distribute the rent 
and profits  from  the settled land to whomsoever  they think fit 
within any limited class that  may  have  been laid down  by  the 
settlor.  Under  such  a  trust,  the trustees are termed  the 
statutory owners  and hold both the legal estate and  the powers 
of the tenant  for life.  As  such,  they may well have  been given 
the  power  of appointment,  to dispose  of the property to whoever 
they think fit.  If it were  a  general  power,  then there would  be 
nothing to  prevent  them  transferring the property to  themselves 
(although trustees  cannot  readily do  this}  if it were  a  special 
power it would  be to  a  limited class of persons.  This  power  to 
decide  to  whom  the  legal and  equitable interests in land shall 
be  transferred,  can exist as  a  right  in property with or without 
the holder of the power holding any interest in the  land in 
question. 
Under  a  discretionary trust, it is the  executive,  non-
beneficial owners  who  hold  the  legal estate and distribute the 
benefit of the  equitable interest,  and it is they,  too,  who  must 
ensure that  the legal estate is transferred and  vested absolutely 
in a  beneficiary before the  end  of the perpetuity period.  The 
rules  against  remoteness will invalidate any  arrangement  which 
does  not  terminate  and vest  the interests absolutely within a 
life in being and  twenty-one years  or,  the alternative fixed 
period of eighty years,  if specified. 
(c)  Trust  for sale 
A  legal estate held by  trustees limited on  immediate  and 
binding trust for sale  comes  outside  the definition of settled 
land  and  beyond  the  control of the Settled Land Act.  In prac-
tice,  this  seemingly  temporary  form  of land  ownership  can last 
just as  long as  a  settlement  and  be  much  more  flexible.  Provid-
ing that  the trustees unanimously agree,  they have  the  power  to 
postpone  the  sale of the  land  implied by  the trust for  as  long 
as  they wish.  Furthermore,  the  trustees'  power  of sale may  be 
made  subject  to  consents,  although the  purchaser need  only 
ensure  that he  has  obtained  consent  from  two  of the  required 
people if more  than  two  consents  are required. 
A  beneficiary,  although technically holding an  interest 
only  in the  money  representing the  land,  is nonetheless  entitled 
to be  in possession of the  land.  Although  the power  of sale 
remains  vested in the trustees,  the beneficiary of full  age  must 
be  consulted by  the  trustees,  and  effect given to his wishes  to 
keep  or sell the  land as  far as  is consistent with the trust. 
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and  of accepting surrenders  of leases,  together with the duties 
of day-to-day management  of the legal estates,  to any  person of 
full age beneficially entitled to possession.  The beneficiary's 
equitable interest under  a  trust for sale is  ther~fore subetantial, 
although it does  not  extend  to his being able without  consent 
to transfer the  legal estate to whomsoever he  wishes  in the 
duration of his  interest,  as  a  tenant  for life may  do  under 
a  settlement. 
On  the death of  a  beneficiary under  a  trust for sale, his 
interest ceases  and  does  not  accrue  to his  estate.  However,  if 
the  purpose  of the trust for  sale was  to provide him with 
capital when  the  property was  sold,  then it is the duty of the 
trustees  to  ensure that the deceased's  successors benefit unless 
the trust for sale expressly provides  for  someone  else to 
benefit.  Moreover,  the  power  of transfer remains  in the hands 
of the trustees together with the  legal estate. 
(d)  Statutory trusts for sale 
(a)  Co-ownership 
The  same  interest  in an  identical piece  of land  may  be 
held by  more  than  one  person  ;  they hold the  land as  joint 
tenants  or as  tenants  in common.  Joint  tenants  hold their 
interest in precisely the  same  piece  of land,  from  the  same 
time,  under  the  same  act  or document,  for  the  same  extent  and 
duration and  in the  same  way.  The  law regards  them  as  one 
person.  When  a  joint tenant dies,  no  interest in the  land 
accrues  to his estate whatsoever,  his  interest merges  into those 
of the  surviving joint tenants.  He  who  lives  longest  takes  the 
entire legal estate absolutely.  A  tenant  in common,  however, 
holds  an  undivided  share  in the  interest  and  when  he dies, his 
share passes  to his  successors via his  personal representatives. 
The  tenant  in  common  only holds  an  equitable interest but it is 
the equitable interest that is beneficial and  of value. 
(b)  Intestacy 
Since  1925,  when  a  person dies  intestate,  any interest in 
land  that  survives  him  is held upon  statutory trust for sale, 
for  the benefit  of his  spouse  and  relations  according to 
statutory rules. 
The  surviving spouse,  if there is one,  is the first bene-
ficiary.  If the deceased  leaves  children she takes  personal 
chattels  (the  contents  of a  home  rather than the house itself) 
absolutely,  £8,750 absolutely and  a  life interest in half the 
residuary estate.  If the deceased  leaves no  children but 
leaves near relations  (defined as  parents,  and brothers  and 
sisters of the whole  blood  and  their children)  then,  the sur-
viving spouse  takes £30,000 absolutely and half the residuary 
estate absolutely.  If the deceased  leaves neither issue nor 
near relatives,  the surviving spouse  is entitled to  the entire 
estate absolutely.  Subject  to this prior right  of the 
surviving spouse,  any  property of a  person dying·intestate is 
held  on  statutory trusts for  the deceased's  children who 
achieve their majority,  in equal  shares. 
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then the relatives of the deceased are entitled to the beneficial 
interest in the order laid down  below.  Any  member  of a  class  wh~ 
takes  an interest  (in equal  shares if there is more  than  one 
member  of that class)  excludes all members  of subsequent  classes 
from benefitting.  The first  two  classes take an interest  even 
when  there is  a  surviving spouse.  The  others  cannot  benefit 
if there is one. 
(a)  Parents  of the deceased  - absolutely 
(b)  Brothers  and  sisters of the whole  blood 
(c)  Brothers  and  sisters of the half blood 
(d)  Grandparents 
(e)  Uncles  and  aunts  of the whole  blood 
(f)  Uncles  and  aunts  of the half blood 
(g)  The  Crown. 
An  interest in land left by  a  person dying intestate 
reverts  to  ~he Crown  only if no  near relations are extant. 
The  1925  legislation abolished  the feudal  right  of escheat  or 
reversion to the superior lord of all the land.  It was  replaced 
by the mechanism that,  as  the  land had  no  owner,  it comes 
within the definition of  'bona vacantia'  (goods  without  an 
owner}  which belong to the  Crown  anyway.  The  Crown  has  a 
statutory discretion to waive its right  and  provide  for  the 
dependents  of the deceased whether related to him  or not,  and 
for others for  whom  he  might  reasonably have  been  expected  to 
make  provision. 
II.C.(c} Trusts  and  arrangements 
(i)  Introduction 
Recent  legislation and,  in particular,  CTT  1974-5  and  the 
succession of agricultural tenancies  (1976),  has  given rise to 
a  major reorganisation of ownership  structure by all but  the 
most  conservative  (or uninformed)  landowners.  From  the clearcut 
and widespread practice of individual absolute  ownership,  and 
the similarly established landlord-tenant  system,  the  move  now 
is towards  trusts,  some  old  some  new,  and  other more  informal 
and novel  'arrangements'  in an  attempt  to achieve  economic 
viability within the traditional idea of family  ownership. 
Trusts have  far more  wide-reaching implications  than their 
commonly  regarded role of tax-avoidance.  They have  a  unique 
relationship with the family unit,  and  have  always  been the 
ideal device not  only for  ensuring that  the  land stays within 
the family,  but  that  an unsuitable member  does  not  succeed  to 
it.  These  advantages  remain,  especially where  there is  some 
degree  of  'arrangement'  relying not  so  much  on  the  law but  on 
a  mutual  1trust 1  between family  and  friends  (i.e. trustees). 
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legal relationship between  a  landlord and  tenant.  This pattern 
is acknowledged  in the Northfield Report  (para.128)  which  quotes 
evidence  from  the Grosvenor Estate Trustees  that,  1The  landlord 
•••••  will take  such opportunities as  may  arise to bring an  end 
to traditional farm  tenancies  and devise  other means  of owner-
ship and  occupation outside the agricultural holding's legisla-
tion' • 
(ii)  The  extent  of Trust  Ownership 
Since there is, as yet,  no  national register of agricul-
tural landownership,  and  since trust  ownership  can  in no  way  be 
extrapolated from  Inland Revenue statistics, the only data 
available are  from  surveys.  Because  of tax changes  penalising 
trusts any  survey carried out before  1975  gives  a  misleading 
picture of the extent  of trust  ownership  today,  and  indeed, 
such  seems  to be  the current level of activity that any  survey 
runs  the risk of being out-of-date almost  as  soon as it is 
published.  That  caveat  applies  to the statistics which  follow. 
(a)  AMC  survey,  1976 
There have  been  two  o:fficial  surveys  of agricultural land 
ownership  since  1975.  The  first was  carried out  by  the  AMC  on 
behalf of the Agriculture EDC 1s  Finance Working Party,  in early 
1976.  It was  a  postal  survey limited to England  and Wales  and, 
primarily,'  to  agric~ltural landlords.  The total area 
included was  approximately 2,884,000 ha  (about  9.6 per cent  of 
the total agricultural land  and  woodland  in England  and Wales). 
The  numbers  of estates were  evenly  spread  over size groups 
ranging from 'under  20 ha to  over  1215  ha but  about  68  per cent 
of the area represented estates of over  405  ha.  The  categories 
o:f  ownership  on  the questionnaire relating to trusts were, 
unfortunately,  rather misleading in that  •tenants  for life' 
were  classified as  'individual landowners•.  Charitable trusts 
were  recorded  as 1institutional owners'  not  as  trusts at all. 
The  effect of this is that trust  ownership,  divided  only into 
'discretionary'  and  1other 1  trusts is severely underrepresented. 
The  results of the  survey are illustrated in Table II.C.1. 
Table II.C .1 
Results  of the  AMC  survey of landlords 
Form  of ownership  Area 
ha  Percent 
Individual  1,089,892  37.8 
Discretionary trust  642,623  22.3 
'Other'  trust  318,837  11  • 1 
Other  (company  etc.)  832,616  28.8 
Total  2,883,968  100.0 
Total trust  961,460  JJ.4  ownership 
Source:  Derived  from Agriculture EDC,1977. 
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tensive and well-balanced  sample  taken throughout  England  and 
Wales,  that trust ownership represented at least 33.4 per cent 
of the total area and,  with a  far greater degree  of accuracy, 
that discretionary trust ownership represented 23.3  per cent  of 
the total area,  this being second  only to the area in individual 
ownership. 
(b)  MAFF  Wyre  Forest Survey,  1978 
The  other official survey was  carried out  by the  MAFF  in 
early  1978.  Although it selected only  one  small,  but hopefully 
representative,  geographical area,  namely  the Wyre  Forest  in 
the  county of Hereford  and Worcester,  every holding within it 
was  approached.  The  total area  included in the  survey was  only 
6,888 ha  - 57  per cent,  out  of a  total area in the Wyre  Forest 
district of  12,144 ha.  The  average  size of holding was  32.5 ha; 
the maximum  size group  was  'over  100  ha 1  within which there 
were  only sixteen out  of two  hundred  and  eighty-five holdings, 
totalling 2,414 ha.  With  a  sample  of such small units the 
proportion of trust ownership  would  be  expected to  be  low  since 
it is rare for  the advantages  of a  trust to  a  small holding to 
outweigh the  costs  of its establishment  and administration. 
The  categories used in the questionnaire were  clearly defined 
in the  accompanying notes,  and  trust  ownership  was  divided into 
'discretionary',  'non-discretionary',  and  'charitable', but this 
subdivision of trust  ownership was  not  recorded in the: official 
report  o:f  the  survey.  The  survey was  carried out  by means  of a 
combination  o:f  interview and  postal questionnaire,  and  the 
results are  shown  in Table II.C.2. 
The  area in trust ownership is small but nevertheless, 
when  combined with the charities'  :figure,  represents nearly 
10  per cent  o:f  the total;  trusts were  :found  on  even  the  smallest 
holdings  but were  concentrated  on  those  o:f  over  50 ha. 
Table II,C.2 
Results  o:f  the  MAFF  W~re Forest Survey 
Size  group  Area  ~ha}  of ownershi:E  forms 
o:f  holding  Individual Trusts Charities  Public*  Other  Total  {ha) 
0-9·9  432  17  191  640 
10-49.9  1,509  80  15  33  536  2' 173 
50-99.9  1,329  238  67  130  928  2,692 
100+  1,369  294  108  852  566  3,216 
Total  4,666  629  190  1,015  2,221  8,721 
%  53.6  7·3  2.2  11.7  25.2  100,0 
*  mt  central and  local  government  departments  or authorities 
Source:  Derived  from  Lund  &  Slater,1978. 
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The  only other recent  source  of data  on  the  extent of trust 
ownership  in England is a  survey carried out  by the writer in 
February-September  1978,  the particular focus  of which was  the 
use of the trust by agricultural landowners.  Fifty seven  family 
units  (some  incorporating more  than  one  geographical  estate) 
were  surveyed,  and  an  even  spread was  achieved  throughout 
England,  although numbers  were highest  in the Home  Counties. 
There  was  a  minimum  size of 405  ha for  each family  ownership 
unit,  hence it employs  a  very different  sample  to  either of the 
other  two  surveys.  A  total area of over  154,000 ha was  surveyed, 
and  represents  approximately  1.2 per cent  of the total agricul-
tural land  and  woodland  in England  and Wales.  With very  few 
exceptions,  owners  were  interviewed personally so  that it was 
possible to analyse  ownership  patterns with  a  high degree  of 
confidence.  Trust  ownership was  subdivided into all its legal 
:forms. 
Table II.C.J 
Results  o:f  the Abecassis  survey 
Area of ownership  forms  (ha) 
Size  Discre- Fixed Accumu-
SLA1  group  Indivi- tion- trust lation 
of es- dual  ary  :for  & main- 1925  C~:r- Other  Total 
tates  trust  sale  tenance settle-
1  Y 
(ha)  trust  ment 
0  - 977  977 
404.7- 4,329  1 '114  1,591  427  728  676  8,865 
809.4- 7,309  563  49  1,244  2,773  1,639  13,577 
1,214.1- 6,954  2,080  3'  108  2,351  4,421  18,914 
2,023.5- 4,796  6,775  7,728  2,387  2,339  272  24,297 
4,046.9+  14,473  36,892  15,042  12,601  3,258  82,266 
Total  38,838  47,424  27,518  16,623  10,309  2,339  5,845  148,896 
%  26.1  31.9  18.5  11 .2  6.9  1 .6  3.8  100.0 
1  SLA  = Settled Land  Act 
Source:  Abecas sis,  1978. 
The  survey  shows  an  overwhelming predominance  of land held 
in trust  (70.1  per cent);  this is double  the percentage record-
ed  in the  AMC  survey.  The  explanation,  even with the  AMC  ex-
clusion of tenants  for life from  trust ownership,  must  be  that 
trusts are  concentrated in the  405  ha  and  over size bracket, 
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for  instance parents hold  for  a  child under  eighteen,  might  be 
recorded,  in a  less  thorough postal  survey,  as  absolute  owner-
ship.  The  percentage  of land held  in discretionary trust 
ownership  (31.9  per cent)  is more  readily  comparable with that 
in the  AMC  survey  (22.3 per cent). 
(d)  Conclusion 
It is extremely difficult to  come  to  any realistic conclu-
sions  about  the national  extent  of trust ownership.  However, 
the results  of all three  surveys  indicate that it is considerable 
and  that,  at  the  time  of survey discretionary trusts were  at 
least the  predominant  form.  In the Abecassis  survey  they 
dominated all other forms  of ownership.  Moreover,  the next  most 
widespread  forms  of trust  in that  survey were  fixed  interest 
trusts for sale and  accumulation and  maintenance trusts.  These 
are  the  two  most  common  forms  of ownership  into which discre-
tionary trusts are  converted  when  broken to  avoid  the periodic 
charge  to  CTT.  The  other  form  of ownership which  is fairly 
comparable  between  the  MAFF  and Abecassis  surveys  (but not 
singled  out  in the  AMC  survey)  is the charitable trust:  about 
2  per cent  of the total area in both cases.  It is probable 
that  1private 1  landowning charitable trusts will become 
increasingly important. 
(iii)  The  workings  of trust  ownership 
There  is  a  wide  variety of forms  of trust ownership  and, 
within  each  form,  the classification of beneficiaries and  the 
residence  of trustees  introduce legal and  financial  complexi-
ties which  in turn cause  tax liabilities to alter.  In addition 
non-fiscal  and  family  aspects  of trust  ownership vary  enormously 
with the different  legal  forms. 
(a)  Discretionary trusts 
A  discretionary trust is one  where  the trustees are given 
a  discretion to apply the  income  for  the benefit  of any  one  or 
more  of a  specified class,  no  beneficiary being able  to  claim 
as  of right that all or any part  of the  income  is to  be  paid to 
him;  alternatively,  the trust  may  be  as  to capital only,  or, 
more  usually,  as  to both  income  and  capital. 
Before  the  advent  of CTT  in  1974-75  discretionary trusts 
were  popular for  two  main  reasons.  First,  by giving his  estate 
to  a  discretionary trust,  the  landowner  freed himself from  both 
capital and  income  taxation  on  the  land.  No  Estate Duty was 
payable  provided the settlor survived for  seven years after 
making the gift  (and this liability was  usually covered by 
insurance).  In addition,the  income  from  the  land  once  in 
the  trust was  no  longer taxed  in the hands  of one  individual 
(at his  top marginal  rate)  but,  either in those  of the  trustees 
at  a  maximum  of basic rate plus  15  per cent,  or,  in those  of 
several beneficiaries at their  own  marginal rates.  The  second, 
and  less well  known,  reason for the  creation of a  discretionary 
trust was  the practical one  of family  succession.  If there  was 
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owner  wanted  to divest himself of ownership,  a  discretionary 
trust was  the  ideal solution;  the estate was  out  of his hands, 
tax advantages  were  gained,  but  the  choice  of which child  (or 
relative)  should be  given the estate could be  postponed until 
the  chosen beneficiary was  willing and  competent  to undertake 
the responsibility.  The  device  also  permitted the  children of 
large families  to benefit without  the division of the estate into 
uneconomic  individual units. 
The  legislation of the Finance Act  1975  introducing CTT 
dashed  the first of these  advantages  (that  of the  avoidance  of 
estate duty)  by  imposing  a  ten yearly periodic  charge  on  the 
trust  fund,  in addition to  charges  on  'capital distributions' 
and  on  the  creation or termination of an  'interest in possession'. 
In other words,  all discretionary trusts are liable to  CTT  every 
ten years at  a  rate of  JO  per cent  of the  tax liability on  the 
value  of the entire trust fund,  so  long as  the trustees retain 
their  'discretion'  over any  of the  income  and it is not  alloca-
ted to  a  beneficiary for life.  In addition,  when  any  income  or 
capital is allocated,  CTT  is payable.  Hence,  although the 
income  tax  and  family  succession advantages  remain,  in practice 
discretionary trusts have  become  an  unwelcome  form  of ownership 
to  landowners. 
There  have,  therefore,  been  moves  over  the past  four years 
on  the part  of the majority of landowners  to  change  their owner-
ship structure.  The  periodic  charge  was  not  to have  become 
payable until at least  1st April  1980  and  considerably reduced 
rates  of tax have  been payable  on  rearrangements  of discretion-
ary trusts made  before  that date.  Hence  there was  nothing short 
of a  scramble to break discretionary trusts before  1980.  The 
Finance  (No.2)  Act,  1979,  section 23,  has,  however,  extended 
this  time  limit until  1st April  1982  in order to give  the  new 
Conservative Government  time  in which  to consider possible 
amendments  to  the  capital taxes  legislation.  The Abecassis 
survey found  that  20  (out  of 28)  estates had varied or broken 
their discretionary trusts  over the  period  1975-78  and  that, 
whereas  12  estates were  entirely in discretionary trust in 
March  1974  (four of these being over  2020 ha),  only three were 
entirely in trust at  the date of survey.  These  changes  are 
illustrated in Table II.C.4. 
Ne~ertheless, the  survey revealed there was  still a  large 
area  in  discretionary trust  ownership,  some  of which will 
remain  even after  1982.  This  retention of discretionary trust 
ownership  seems  to  give  a  clear indication that,  tax avoidance 
was  by  no  means  the  landowner's  only motivation in creating such 
trusts.  Indeed,  with  a  small discretionary trust it is possible 
to  accumulate  sufficient  income  each year  (taxed at  a  maximum 
of 48  per cent,  1978-9)  to  pay the periodic  charge  when it is 
due,  particularly if this  fund  is wisely invested,  and  still 
to  enjoy all the  advantages  of this  form  of ownership. 
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The  variation of  Discretiona~ Trusts 1  12Z2-8 
in the Abecassis  Surve~ 
Area Group  Accumulation &  Life  Absolute  of each  Total  Total  maintenance  interests  appoint- separately  area  area  trusts created  created  ments  managed  1974  1978 
estates  ha 
404.7- 2,581  1 , 114  411  1,056 
809.4- 2,738  563  1,244  931 
1,214.1- 6,187  2,080  2,351  1,756 
2,035·5- 11,068  6,775  3,484  809 
4,046.9- 64,466  36,892  12,601  13,100  1,873 
Total  87,040  47,424  16,607  19,396  3,613 
(54.5%  (41.9%)  (49.0%)  ( 9.  1%) 
o:f  1974) 
Source:  Abecassis,  1978. 
(b)  Settled Land Act  1925  settlements  (•strict settlements') 
Strict settlements,  the more  formal  and  traditional fixed 
interest type  of trust, have  not  been created in great numbers 
this  century.  Unlike  the discretionary trust,  there is  a 
charge  to  CTT  (and  formerly to Estate Duty)  on  the death of 
each tenant  for li:fe,  and  the  conveyancing and  administration 
is  complex.  This  type  of trust has  nevertheless  remained  in 
use,  particularly where it is desired to have  a  life-tenant and 
for him  to have  powers  which  can be  exercised without  reference 
to  the trustees.  There  were  eight strict settlements  in the 
Abecassis  survey,  which had  been created  (usually resettled) 
between  1900  and  1959.  The  tenants  :for life had  often encoun-
tered problems  with  them  in practice,  particularly where  they 
had been drawn  early in the  century giving both tenant for li:fe 
and  trustees very limited powers. 
The  main  problems  are  twofold,  affecting the  long and  the 
short  term.  First is the very real problem of the rigid 
succession laid down  in the trust deed.  In many  cases  there is 
what  is known  as  an  'entail male',  which means  that  only the 
male heir o£  the tenant for life can inherit.  Hence  there were 
several cases  in the  survey where  the  tenant  for li:fe was  eager 
to have  a  son and heir,  and  in others,  where  there were  (for 
certain)  only daughters,  and  fathers  were reluctantly having to 
see the estate being destined to pass  to  a  nephew.  Before  CTT, 
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free  to assign all or part  of their life-interest in the  same  way 
as  an  absolute  owner  could  give  away his estate.  Now,  however, 
many  of the  tax-mitigating options  open to absolute  Olmers  or 
other less restricted limited owners,  such as  fragmentation  of 
the capital or the  payment  of insurance  premiums  out  of capital, 
are not  open  to  the  tenant  for life of settled land  - at least 
not  without  an  expensive  court application. 
The  short-term problem which has  always  plagued  tenants  for 
life of settled land  - but  which is probably lessening now  as 
there are  more  modern  settlements  in force,  and  as  the  courts 
take  a  generally more  lenient attitude  - is that  a  tenant for 
life is entitled only to the  income  from  the  land,  and it is 
the  function  of the trustees to  preserve the  capital for  future 
generations.  Hence  capital funds  are  made  available to him for 
only very limited purposes  and  there are many  other seemingly 
'legitimate'  projects which he  is bound  to  fund  from his  own 
resources.  In many  cases,  particularly with traditionally 
settled estates,  there are no  other resources:  all the family 
assets  are tied up  in settlement.  There  is the additional 
problem that,  since the  tenant  for life has  no  rights to  the 
capital as  such,  it is often extremely difficult to borrow 
money,  as  his  only collateral is the value  of his life-interest. 
There  are,  nevertheless,  advantages  to strict settlements, 
not  least of which  is the traditional  one  that  the  family assets 
cannot  be  squandered  by  any disreputable  member  of the  family. 
There  is certainly no  rush to break settlements and,  indeed,  one 
estate in the Abecassis  survey was  going to break  a  discretion-
ary trust  and  add  a  large portion of the trust  fund  to  an 
existing family strict settlement • 
.  (c)  Fixed interest trusts for  sale 
The  distinction between  a  settlement  and  the  more  modern 
and  flexible trust for  sale is  a  fine  legal  one,  and  the  only 
difference in practice is in the relationship betlveen  the 
tenant  for life and  the  trustees.  There is no  difference for 
tax purposes:  in both cases  there is an  'interest in possession•. 
Hodern  trusts  created to  confer ·a  life interest are almost all 
trusts for sale,  so  avoiding many  of the  problems  discussed with 
reference to strict settlements. 
The  majority of trusts for sale  encountered  in the Abecassis 
survey were  trusts where  a  discretionary trust had  been varied 
into  one  or more  life-interests.  Until  about  1960,  where  a  life-
interest was  required  a  settlement  was  created,  and  where it was 
not,  a  discretionary trust was  created  - fixed interest trusts 
for  sale,  created as  such,  were  therefore rare.  It can there-
fore  be  said that  the  predominance  of fixed  interest trusts for 
sale today  (they represented  18.5  per cent  of the total area in 
the Abecassis  survey)  is largely due  to  the  impact  of CTT,  but 
it is anticipated that their incidence will  grow  as  the  demand 
for  fixed  interest trusts continues. 
(d)  Accumulation  and  maintenance  (A  &  M)  trusts 
The  A  & M trust is  a  creation of the Finance Act  1975 
123 (Schedule  5  paragraph  15  as  amended)  and is,  in effect,  a  tax-
privileged discretionary trust for  children under  the  age  of 
twenty-five.  The basic rule is that  one  or more  of the bene-
ficiaries  must  become  entitled to  an  interest  in possession in 
at least the  income  of the  trust fund  by the  age  of twenty-five. 
The  only charge to  CTT  is  on  the  creation of the trust. 
The  trust,  so  far as  the capital is concerned,  is fully 
discretionary in that  the trustees  may  retain complete  control 
for as  long as  they see fit.  Where  an A  &  :t-1  trust is created 
for  the grand-children no  tax-free life interest can be  given 
to  one  of the  children but,  should  one  child wish  to  farm  the 
land,  the trustees  can agree  to  grant  him  a  lease and  so  produce 
income  for both the  child and  the grand-children.  If the settlor 
has  young  children himself,  the  scheme  can  clearly be  more 
satisfactory.  The  charge  to  capital taxation is eliminated  on 
one  generation's transfer,  and  the practical advantages  of a 
discretionary trust,  such as  not having to select  a  life-tenant 
before  the  obvious  choice presents  itself, are  obtained without 
the burden of the periodic charge.  Not  surprisingly,  the 
arrangement has  proved very popular amongst  landol~ers.  A  & M 
trusts were  found  to  own  11.2 per cent  of the total area in the 
Abecassis  survey,  and all but  one  small trust had  been  appointed 
out  of discretionary trusts  (claiming the  pre-1980  reduced rate 
of CTT). 
(e)  Charitable trusts 
Landolming  charitable trusts may  be  divided into  tlvO 
categories,  public  and private.  'Public'  charitable trusts  such 
as  the Oxford  and  Cambridge  colleges,  the  Church  Commissioners 
and  the National Trust  have  been  landowners  for  many years,  and 
indeed  OlYn  some  310,656  ha  of agricultural land  and  woodland  in 
England  and  \Vales  (Harrison, Tranter & Gibbs,  1977).  However, 
'private'  charitable trusts  (i.e. trusts created by the settlor 
for  the purpose)  are relatively new  but  can be  advantageous 
where  occupation is considered more  important  than  ownership. 
The  charitable object  may  be  chosen by  the settlor,  and 
may  or may  not relate to his  own  estate or village,  or  may  be 
left open.  So  long as  the  surplus  income  of the  fund  is always 
applied to  charitable purposes,  any  number  of such purposes 
(regardless  of the original object)  may  be benefited throughout 
the duration of the trust,  so  long as  the settlor and his family 
retain no  pecuniary benefit whatsoever.  However,  ownership  of 
part  of the  land,  and  perhaps  the  main house,  may  be  retained. 
There is no  capital tax payable  on  the  inter vivos  creation of 
such  a  trust  (but,  on  death,  the  CTT  exemption is limited to 
£100,000)  and,  if the trustees grant  a  tenancy  to  the settlor 
or to his family,  then the  landowner  (settlor}  will have 
successfully divested himself of his capital,  tax-free,  and  the 
family will remain  in occupation of the  land,  although paying a 
full market  rent. 
There  are  many  practical uses  to which the land  in trust 
may  be  put.  In addition to having the  family  as  tenant  (paying 
a  full rent)  or as  salaried manager,  the  trust  can be  an  educa-
tional or religious  one,  or the  land can be used.to grant 
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tenancies  of smallholdings  to unemployed  farmers  {at proper rents). 
More  and  more  such trusts are being created and  the particular un-
written  'arrangement'  with the trustees  (of which  the settlor will 
usually be  a  member)  that  the  family  continue  a  personal  co~tact 
with the  land whilst  giving up all rights of ownership,  app~als 
to many  who  are keen to  see their estate kept  intact. 
(f)  Employee  trusts 
The  employee trust,  as  defined in the Finance Acts  of  1975, 
1976  and  1978,is an altruistic form  of trust which  can have 
interesting advantages  for the  landowner.  It can only be 
created out  of the  shareholding of an  existing landowning 
company,  but  this need not  be  a  limiting factor since,  if so 
desired,  an  'individual'  landowner  can fairly easily  {and 
cheaply)  turn himself into  a  company for this purpose.  One 
limiting factor is, however,  that it is not  available where 
there is no  'business',  and hence  to the  owners  of let land. 
The  trust can be  created either by  deed  or by will and  (unlike 
the charitable trust)  there is no  limitation for  the  exemption 
from  CTT  on  creation by will.  So  long as  the conditions laid 
down  in the Finance Acts  are fulfilled,  there will be no  tax 
payable  on  the creation of the trust,  which will be discretion-
ary,  and none  on  a  distribution from  the trust to  the 
qualifying beneficiaries. 
The  conditions are,  briefly,  that  the trustees must  be 
given  a  majority shareholding,  and  that,  the class  of benefici-
aries must  be  confined to all or most  of the  employees  of the 
company,  or  employees  of that trade  (e.g. agricultural workers) 
throughout  the  country,  and  their families,  or charities. Where, 
however,  members  of the  family  of the settlor,  or certain 
'participators'  of the  company are  included within that class, 
they  cannot  benefit  from  the trust without  CTT  being paid  on  any 
distribution made  to  them.  As  in the  case of the charitable 
trust,  ownership must  be  forsaken  and  the  family  cannot  expect 
to benefit  from  the trust financially but,  unlike  the charitable 
trust,  certain members  of the  family  can benefit upon  payment  of 
the  CTT  on  that  share alone.  Also  family control,  in the  sense 
of stewardship,  of the  company  can be  retained through  a 
minority  (up  to  49  per  cent)  shareholding and  through members 
of the  family acting as trustees.  Occupation of the  land,  by 
the  company  as  opposed to its shareholders,  can  continue as 
before. 
The  employee  trust as  a  form  of agricultural landownership 
is a  very new  idea,  and  the writer has not yet  come  across  any 
which have  been  created. 
(g)  Trustees 
The  common  factor of all trusts is that  the  land is in the 
ownership  of a  body  of trustees,  whose  functions  and  powers  vary 
with the  type  of trust.  It follows  that the nature of the 
individuals which make  up this body  and  the area of the  law into 
which  they fit,  depending especially on their residence,  is 
crucial to the  optimum administration of the trust property. 
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Trustees vary between  two  and  four  in number,  and  their 
general attitude can make  or break the spirit of the  trust,  and 
the  lives of the beneficiaries under it, according to whether 
or not  they follow  the letter or the spirit of the  law. Tradition-
ally,  trustees were  the friends  or relatives of the settlor, 
usually professional men  or men  of  some  local standing;  their 
function  was. very much  to carry out his wishes  and  to preserve 
the trust property for  future generations.  In addition to this 
•arrangement'  of mutual  trust,  the  law has  developed  to  protect 
both the trustees,  the beneficiaries,  and  the trust fund.  The 
results  of the Abecassis  survey  show  that,  of a  total of  39  trusts 
amongst  the  sample  interviewed,  a  total of 21,  which  included only 
7  of the  16  discretionary trusts,  had  one  or more  members  of the 
family as  trustee.  Very often these members  of the  family were 
solicitors,  accountants  or chartered surveyors,  and virtually all 
the non-family trustees belonged to  these  three professions. 
The beneficiaries of a  discretionary or A  & M trust,  and 
the  life-tenant of other trusts are utterly dependent  in their 
land  'ownership'  on  the trustees.  For instance,  in the  case  of 
a  trust for sale,  the trustees must  at  law delegate powers  of 
management,  sale and  so  on  to the life-tenant if he is to have 
them at all - without  this he  is simply entitled to the  income. 
This  point  was  illustrated in the  case of one  estate in the 
Abecassis  survey where  a  discretionary trust was  broken,  but  the 
son to  whom  a  life-interest was  to be  appointed  was  not  consi-
dered  to  be  sufficiently responsible and  trustworthy to be  given 
physical  control of the  land  - even  for his  own  life.  Hence  a 
trust for sale was  set up  and he  was  given the  income,  but  no 
powers  of management  were  delegated to him.  This is  a  very good 
example  of the flexibility which the trust  can still offer:  from 
the point  of view of the Revenue  he  had  an  interest in possession 
(i.e. the  land was  1his 1), but,  in practice,  he  was  divorced 
from  any responsibility over it. 
(ii)  Residence 
The  other aspect  of trusteeship,  and  an  equally crucial 
one  from  the practical point  of view,  is residence. Trustees  are 
treated as  being foreign resident by  the Revenue if the general 
administration of the trust is ordinarily carried on  outside the 
UIC,  and,  if a  majority of the trustees  themselves  are neither 
'resident'  nor  'ordinarily resident'  in the  UK.  In this case, 
they are not  chargeable  to Capital Gains Tax  on  any  capital 
gains  of the trust property,  but if the settlor is  1domiciled 1 
and either 'resident'  or  'ordinarily resident'  in the  UK  the 
chargeable gain is apportioned  amongst  the  me  resident 
beneficiaries. 
So  far as Estate Duty  was  concerned,  the residence  of the 
trustees was  immaterial  since  complete  exemption  could be 
obtained if either the settlor was .domiciled abroad at the  time 
when  the trust was  created,  or the life-tenant was  domiciled 
abroad at the  time  of his death,  and  the property itself was 
subject to foreign  law.  The  latter condition,  prima facie 
impossible to achieve with  'immoveable'  land,  could  be  effected 
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which would  acquire the  land in exchange  for  shares  - the 
shares  (now  the trust property)  would  be  foreign property 
because  of the foreign registration of the  company.  In this 
way,  exemption was  achieved  on  a  not  inconsiderable scale, 
especially amongst  the larger and  more  adventurous  landowners. 
The  relative ease with which  exemption  from Estate Duty 
could  be  obtained by  means  of foreign residence,  however,  was 
severely curtailed with the  introduction of CTT.  The  effect  of 
the  new  provisions  is to  continue  exemption-for  'genuine' 
foreign residence,  but  to  stop  easy  'export'  of domicile  to  the 
offshore  islands,  and  elsewhere,  purely for  the purpose  of tax 
exemption. 
The Capital Gains  Tax  advantages  of foreign resident 
trustees nevertheless  remain,  and  foreign resident trusts 
created before  9  December  1974  may  well still obtain CTT 
exemption.  In the  case of the periodic  charge  for discretionary 
trusts,  foreign resident  trustees are  liable to  an  annual  charge 
to  CTT  at  3  per  cent  of the full rate with effect  from  1st January 
1976,  or later,  according to  the date  of creation of the trust, 
and  the  Finance  (No.2)  Act  1979  section 23  of which has  extended 
the rather complex  provisions  governing the first  occasion of 
this  charge.  This habitat does  not  however  seem  to have 
produced  a  rush to  1re-import 1  such trusts.  In the Abecassis 
survey,  tnere  were  only three trusts with foreign resident 
trustees  out  of a  total of 39,  one  of these having been  created 
since  1974  (a fixed  interest trust for  sale)  although the 
settlor appears  to remain firmly domiciled  in the UK.  The  low 
proportion no  doubt  reflects the general reluctance  of land-
owners  to  enter into  elaborate tax-planning schemes. 
(h)  The  extent  of agricultural licences 
The Agriculture Act  1976,  which  gave  the qualified right 
of succession to agricultural tenancies,  has  led to  a  drying-up 
of the market  for tenanted land  in the private sector,  and  to 
landlords  being very keen to take their land back in hand where-
ever possible.  It is, however,  by no  means  always  convenient 
for  a  landowner  to  farm  the  land himself,  even with  a  manager, 
and  so  the  'arrangement'  has  developed  of granting grazing 
agreements  or licences.  A  licence does  not  create  a  legal 
interest in the  land  and  the  licensee,  who  occupies  the land 
at  the free will of the  fee-simple  owner,  has  none  of the  legal 
protect~on afforded to  a  tenant.  Provided that  the agreement 
is for  a  period of less  than  twelve  months  and  contains  no  right 
of renewal,  there  is no  1danger 1  of the  land  forming  a  contract 
of tenancy  (and  thus  giving security of tenure)  under  the 
Agricultural Holdings  Act  1948. 
The  licensee is very often either a  company  or  a  partner-
ship  and  either one  usually includes at least  one  member  of the 
landowner's  family,  and  usually the  fee-simple  owner himself, 
amongst  its membership.  A  common  arrangement  is  a  licence of 
the  land to  the  landowner  and  .a  former  tenant  (or his  son}  in 
partnership  - such an  agreement,  offering a  considerable 
injection of capital to the tenant's  farm  business,  is very 
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not  to apply for  succession.  Alternatively,  an  increasing area 
is now  let  on  commercial  grazing licence where  the  licensee,  an 
individual,  company  or partnership  (who  has  no  connection with 
the  family),  pays  1rent 1  to  the  landowner,  and  to all intents 
and  purposes,  except  in the  eyes  of the Agricultural Holdings 
legislation,  the  'arrangement'  creates  a  landlord-tenant rela-
tionship.  Such  arrangements  especially relating to partnerships 
can be  expected  to  become  more  widespread  (Northfield,1979). 
(i)  Conclusions 
Developments  in the  law  over  the last few  years  have  been 
to give  ever tighter control,  be it in the field of taxation, 
landlord-tenant rights  and  obligations  or,  planning and  develop-
ment,  while  the reaction of landowners  and  farmers  has  been  to 
hasten to their professional advisers  i~ search of loopholes. 
However,  loopholes  are  now  fewer  and  where  they do  exist  tend 
to  be  closed within  a  year  or  two  and  increasingly to  be 
attacked with retrospective legislation.  Hence  the  solution 
which  landowners  are  choosing,  and  which  they  show  every sign 
of continuing to  follow,  is  one  of  'arrangements'  which  almost 
by-pass  the  law.  Nevertheless,  whilst  reaping the  advantages  of 
coming  outside  a  land-seeking or tax-seeking law,  the disadvan-
tages  of being outside the  law must  also be  accepted. 
Trusts  originated in about  the fourteenth  century because 
landowners  wanted  to  find  a  way  of freeing their inheritance 
from  the control of the  common  law  and  of feudalism.  For  many 
years,  the  arrangement  was  not  recognised or enforced by  the 
courts  and hence,  in order to  reap  the benefits,  landowners  had 
to rely entirely on  a  moral  trust  between  themselves  and  their 
friends  as  trustees.  At  law,  there  was  nothing to  stop the 
trustee absconding with the  property entrusted to his  ownership. 
The  developing situation today is not  dissimilar to  these begin-
nings  of trust ownership.  The  new  forms  of A  & M trust, 
charitable trust,  and  employee  trust are all heavily dependent 
on  the moral  responsibility of the trustee.  In the  case  of a 
charitable trust,  for  instance,  a  landowner  may  be  persuaded  to 
convey  the  freehold  of his  estate to  charitable trustees  on  the 
understanding that  a  member  of his  family  may  rent  the  farmland 
back and  that he  may  rent  the principal house himself.  But 
there is nothing,  at  law,  to prevent  the  trustees  from  farming 
the  land  (through  a  trading  company)  themselves,  or  from  letting 
it to  an  outside tenant,  if they consider that this would  be  the 
most  profitable action for  the charitable objects  of the trust. 
Similarly,  in the  case of a  grazing licence,  the  ~rrange­
ment  depends  on  mutual  trust between  the  landowner  and his  tenant. 
Just  as  the  landowner  cannot  achieve his  family provision motives 
without  relying on  some  degree  of trust,  so  the prospective ten-
ant  today  cannot  find  any  land  to  farm  without  entering into  some 
kind  of  'agreement'  with  a  landowner.  The  'tenant'  is sacrific-
ing the  ever-increasing advantages  offered to tenants  by the 
Agricultural Holdings  legislation,  and  can,  at  law,  be  evicted 
by the  landowner  as  each successive  term  of agreement  expires. 
But,  since there  is  a  definite quid  pro  guo  - the  landowner 
wants  to  be  relieved of the burden of managing  and  stocking the 
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these  terms  and  rely on  the  moral  trust of the  landowner.  In 
practice,  the  licensee  farmer  usually enjoys all the rights  of 
a  tenant  during his  lifetime  - and  he  may  even  succeed  in 
achieving  a  succession to  the  'tenancy'  for his  son. 
Whether trusts are used  or not, it is noticeable that  the 
unit  of the  family  is becoming more  rather than less  important 
in the  Olvnership  arrangement  of an agricultural estate.  In the 
days  of Estate Duty,  and  especially before  the  boom  in values  of 
1972,  it was  easy for all the  land to be  retained in the absolute 
Olvnership  of the head  of the  family  for  each generation,  and  for 
the  tax to be  avoided,  mitigated or  even paid,  without  a  break-
up  of the estate.  The  provisions  of the  CTT  legislation are  now 
such that this  can no  longer be  achieved,  especially for  estates 
of over 400 ha.  As  a  result,  particularly on  the larger estates, 
there has  been  much  fragmentation  of ownership  amongst  members 
of the  family,  including cousins,  children's  spouses  and  so  on. 
Provided that all the  new  Olvners,  whether  they hold absolutely 
or as  life-tenants,  observe  the  moral  agreement  made  when  they 
were  given the  land,  all will be well  and  the estate will be 
preserved intact with reduced  tax liability attached to it. 
However,  at  law,  there is nothing to prevent  one  of these bene-
ficiaries  (even as  a  tenant  for life under  a  strict settlement) 
selling his  share to  a  development  company  who  will obtain 
permission for  a  housing estate to be built  (to take  an  extreme 
example).  This  form  of family  arrangement  is one  of the very 
least adventurous  of the  schemes  being undertaken to  preserve 
the  estate unit,  but it nevertheless still relies entirely for 
its success  on  an unwritten and  unenforceable  agreement. 
It is  impossible  to  see  the  course which private landown-
ership will take  over the remainder  of the  twentieth century, 
but it seems  virtually certain that,  as  the legal  regime  becomes 
more  rigid,  so  the  forms  of ownership will  become  more  informal. 
It is also  certain that  landowners will never again be  able to 
have  things  entirely their  own  way,  as  they have had  in the 
past.  There will always  have  to be  some  element  of public 
benefit,  and  the  more  so  the greater in size and stature 
the  estate.  But  within  such  a  framework,  perhaps  some  moral 
trust will develop between  landowners  and  governments  which 
will put  an  end  to the  current  tragic waste  of resources 
employed  in  a  ceaseless attempt  to  create arrangements  which 
will by-pass  the  law  and  keep  an agricultural estate viable 
and intact. 
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II.D.(a).  Introduction 
In legal terms  what  is  owned  by both  landowner  and  tenant 
are interests in land.  The  extents  and  terms  of those interests 
and  the rights  and  obligations which  they carry determine  their 
different  and  respective functions.  The  owner,  in return  for 
rent,  provides  the  land  and  much  of the fixed  equipment  of the 
holding;  the  tenant  in return for  a  defined interest  in the 
land  provides  the  working capital of the  farming business  and 
the skills necessary to  operate it.  Both  are  involved  in agri-
culture as  providers  of capital,  farming knowledge  and managerial 
skill.  The  owner  is concerned with land management  the  farmer 
with enterprise management.  However,  in the  UK  the  taxation 
treatment  of the  income  derived  from  the  land by  these  two 
persons  is radically different;  the rent  received by  the  land-
owner  is treated as  investment  income  whilst  the  trading income 
of the  farmer  is treated as  the  income  from  the exercise of any 
other trade,  profession or vocation would  be.  Rents  are  thought 
of,  and  in this  context  referred to,  as  'unearned'. 
All  incomes  taxable  in the  UK  are  charged progressively 
on  a  sliding scale  on  which  the basic rate is currently 30  per 
cent  (with  a  25  per cent  lower rate charge  on  the first £750) 
through  a  series of higher rates which  for  1979-80 start at  40 
per cent  on  taxable  income  in excess  of £10,000  to  a  top rate of 
60  per  cent  on  taxable  income  in excess  of £25,000.  Investment 
income,  including rent  and  dividends,  is subject also  to  a  sur-
charge  of  15  per cent  where it exceeds  a  certain amount 
(currently £5,000).  Where,  therefore,  taxable  income  in any 
one  year is greater than £25,000  the  top rate of income  tax 
on  earned  income  is  60  per cent  and  on  investment  income  75  per 
cent.  Although  the  incomes  of the  owner  and  of the  tenant  which 
are derived  from  the  same  area of land are treated differently, 
where  the  ownership  interest and  the  occupational interest are 
in the hands  of the  same  individual  (the  owner-farmer)  no  such 
distinction is drawn  and,  the  income  which he  derives  from  the 
land  and  the  income  which he derives  from  the business  of farm-
ing are  treated and  taxed  as  one  income;  that  of  a  trade  or 
profession. 
In similar fashion  fixed  capital  (including land)  is  taxed 
much  more  severely in the  hands  of a  landlord  than it is in the 
hands  of an  owner-occupier.  This differential treatment  runs 
directly counter to  the relative levels  of rents  and  farming 
profits. 
II.D.(b).  The  taxation of farm profits and rents  in the· UK 
(i)  Farm profits 
Incomes  derived  from  a  farming business are taxed  in the 
same  way  as  incomes  derived  from  any  other business,  the rate 
of tax where  the  trade  is carried  on  by  an  individual  or partner-
ship depending upon  the  taxpayer's  total taxable  income.  If the 
business  is carried on  by  a  company  then the taxable unit  is the 
company  and  the  tax is corporation tax.  The  maximum  rate of 
130 corporation tax for  the  financial year  1979  is  52  per cent,  but 
not all companies  pay this rate;  there is  a  'small  companies' 
rate  of 42  per cent  which  is applicable to  company  incomes 
which  do  not  exceed £50,000.  Where  such  income  exceeds  £50,000 
but not £85,000  then the rate is calculated by reference  to  a. 
formula  and lies between  42  per cent  and  52  per cent. 
The  profits upon  which  an  individual,  partnership or 
company  are  taxed are measured  by reference to the profits as 
shown  in the  accounts  of the business  for  the normal  trading 
year of twelve  months,  suitably adjusted to  eliminate non-
revehue  or otherwise not-allowable  items.  In the  case  of 
income  tax,  the Inland Revenue  taxes profits for Years  of Assess-
ment  {6  April  - 5  April)  and  in the  case  of Corporation Tax  for 
Financial Years  (1  April- 31  March).  Since accounting years 
do  not necessarily coincide with Years  of Assessment  or 
Financial Years,  the Revenue  uses  accounting year profits as 
the measure  of the profits to  be  subject  to  tax in a  year of 
assessment  or financial year. 
In the  case  of income  tax the profit to be  taxed  in any 
year of assessment  is measured,  or assessed,  by reference  to  the 
adjusted profits  shown  in the accounts  for  the accounting year 
ending in the  preceding year of assessment.  In the  case  of 
Corporation Tax,  however,  where  an  accounting year falls  across 
two  financial years  the adjusted profits of the business will 
be  apportioped  on  a  time basis  to  the  two  financial years 
concerned. 
Where  a  trade is starting,  or where it has  ceased,  there 
are special  ru~es for  the  assessment  of taxable profits in the 
first case  and  for  the adjustment  of the  existing assessments 
in the  second. 
The  Finance Act  1978  introduced new  rules  for  the measure-
ment  of taxable profits  from  farming  and  market  gardening 
businesses  run as  proprietorships  or partnerships but not  as 
companies.  The  rules  allow for  the averaging of the profits 
for  tax purposes  of any  two  consecutive years  of assessment 
providing that the  claimant's profits for either year do  not 
exceed  70  per cent  of his profits for  the other year,  or are 
nil.  Where  the claimant's profits for  either year  exceed  70 
per cent but  are less than  75  per cent  of his profits for  the 
other year  then his profits  for  each year will not  simply be 
averaged but will be  adjusted  in accordance with  a  formula. 
The  averaging provisions  were  introduced as  a  result of 
many  years  of pressure by the  farming  lobby which based its 
argument  on  the fact  that  farming profits are often subject  to 
wide  fluctuations  owing to  forces  which the  farmer  cannot  control 
(e.g.  the weather)  or to  which he  is unable  to react quickly 
(e.g.  the market)  owing  to  the  long cycle of his business. 
Whether  to  claim averaging or not will often be  a  matter of 
precise calculation for it is possible that  in certain circum-
stances  (a  change  in the rates of tax for  example)  averaging 
will result  in  a  higher rather than  a  lower  tax bill. 
Tax relief is available where  losses  are  incurred in the 
running of  a  business  (including a  farming business)  providing 
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realisation of profits.  The  relief varies between that avail-
able  to an  individual or partnership paying  income  tax  and  that 
available to  a  company  paying Corporation Tax.  Where  the relief 
is available against  income  tax the  individual  may  opt for  loss 
relief to be  given against  future  assessed profits from  the 
business  (with an  indefinite carry forward)  or,  in effect for 
two  years  o~ly, against  the total of the  taxpayer's  income  from 
all sources.  Where  the relief is available against Corporation 
Tax  the  company  may  choose  either,  to  carry the loss  forward  to 
set off against  trading income  of succeeding accounting periods 
or,  to set the  loss off against  other profits of the  same 
period or of preceding accounting periods. 
However,  in the  cases  both of individuals  and  of companies 
the option to set off farming  losses  against  other  income  or 
profits is not  available w·here  the  farming losses have  been 
made  for more  than five  consecutive years  (or exceptionally 
six consecutive years). 
Depreciation  (or capital allowance)  on plant  and  machinery 
used  for  farming  or running an  estate may  be  claimed by  farmer 
and  by  landowner,  as  with any  other business,  and  now  takes  the 
form  of what  is known  as  'free'  depreciation.  This  means  that 
the  cost  of such plant  and  machinery  may  be written off in one 
year,  against assessed farming profits or  landed  income,  or, 
the  amount  of write-off may  be  spread  over  a  number  of:years at 
the  option of the taxpayer.  However,  there are  provisions  for 
the  taxation of profits arising on  the disposal of such machinery 
or plant where  the sale price in any  one year  exceeds  the total 
written down  value  of all machinery  and  plant  on which capital 
allowances  are being claimed.  As  mentioned  above,  these 
particular allowances  are not  peculiar to  farming  or  landowning. 
In addition to capital allowances  on  machinery  and  plant, 
the  owner  or tenant  of agricultural land  may  make  a  claim analo-
gous  to but not  the  same  as  that applicable to industrial 
premises.  This  allowance  is given under the provisions  of 
Section 68  of the Capital Allowances  Act  1968  as  amended by the 
Finance Act  1978  and  may  be  claimed  on  capital expenditure  on 
farm  houses,  farm  or forestry buildings,  cottages,  fences  and 
other works,  and  is  on  the net  cost  {i.e. after receipt  of any 
grants  where  they are available).  \fhere  the  expenditure was 
incurred before  11  April  1978  the  allowance  is one-tenth of 
such  expenditure  each year for  ten years.  Where  the  expenditure 
was  incurred after  10  April  1978  the  allowance  is in two  parts, 
namely  an initial {first year)  allowance  of 20  per  cent  and  an 
annual  writing-down allowance  for  eight years  {including the 
first year)  on  the  remaining 80  per  cent  of the  expenditure. 
The  taxpayer,  be  he  an  individual  or  a  company,  may  disclaim 
the initial allowance  or require it to be less  than  20  per cent 
if he  so  wishes,  in which  case  the  annual writing-down  allowance 
will be  adjusted to  take  effect  over more  than eight years  (with 
a  maximum  of ten years  where  the initial allowance  is entirely 
disclaimed).  Where  the expenditure  on  which  an  allowance  is 
claimed under  these  provisions  is on  a  farm-house  the  allowance 
will be  given  on  only one-third of.it  (or  on  such lesser fract-
ion as  may  in the  circumstances  be  adjudged  just).  No  balancing 
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which this  claim has  been  made  are  subsequently disposed  of but 
a  new  01~er may  continue the  claim until the  8-10 year write-
down  period runs  out. 
(ii)  Farm rents 
Rental  incomes  for  tax  purposes  are  computed  as  being the 
amount  of the rent  due  for  the year of assessment  less the 
expenses  incurred by  the  owner  on  repairing,  managing  and 
insuring the property to keep it in a  fit condition to maintain 
that rent.  Where  rent  is not  received it is still taxable 
unless it can  be  sho1~ to have  been waived  to relieve the  tenant 
of undue hardship or,  unless  the landlord can  show  that he  has 
taken all reasonable  steps  to recover it and has  failed. 
In the hands  of the  owner,  rent  from  all types  of property 
is treated as  investment  income  and  is subject  therefore  to  the 
investment  income  surcharge  (see above)  as  well  as  to  the 
appropriate rate of income  tax at  the basic  or higher rates. 
II.D.  (c). Capital taxation 
The  Finance Act  1975  abolished Estate Duty,  which was  a 
tax  on  the value  of property passing on  death,  and  introduced 
in its place Capital Transfer Tax  (CTT)  which  is  a  tax  imposed 
on  the transfer of all assets  (other  than for full  consideration) 
by  an  ind.ividual during his  lifetime and ultimately on his death. 
It is,  therefore,  effectively both  a  gifts tax  and  an  estate or 
death duty.  Each  individual is required to notify the capital 
taxes  office when  he  has  made  a  transfer of assets  chargeable 
to  the  tax  ('there are certain transfers which  are  specifically 
excluded  frotn  liability or specifically exempt  from  the tax). 
The  amount  transferred by  a  lifetime chargeable transfer is 
measured  by reference to the  amount  by which  the transferor's 
total estate has  diminished  in value  as  a  resu1t  of the trans-
fer.  The  amount  transferred  on  death is measured  by reference 
to  the  open market  value  of all the assets  which the deceased 
possessed at death. 
The  tax is charged  on  the slice or stairway principle,  the 
rate  on  each slice or  step increasing as  the  cumulative total 
of chargeable transfers  passes  through the rate bands;  thus  at, 
or within three years  of,  death,  the first  (1978)  £25,000  of 
chargeable  transfers is taxed at  a  nil rate,  the next  £5000 
being at  10  per cent,  the next  £5,000 at  15  per cent,  up  to  75 
per  cent  on all transfers  above  £2,000,000.  There are,  in fact, 
two  rates  of tax,  namely  those  imposed  on transfers  made  on 
death or within three years  of death and  those  imposed  on 
transfers  made  more  than three years  before death.  Such rates 
are  colloquially known  as  the lifetime rates  and  are exactly 
half the rates  imposed  on  death up  to  the  point  where  the total 
of lifetime transfers  reaches  £110,000,  from  that  point  on1vards 
the divergence  between  the  two  rates narrows  until they become 
equal where  the total of lifetime transfers reaches  £310,000. 
There  are  a  number  of exclusions  and  exemptions  :from  the 
tax,  two  of which are  of particular importance;  namely that, 
transfers  of assets  between  spouses  are not  chargeable and,the 
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latter exemption is annual  and not  cumulative  except  that  the 
unused portion of one year's £2,000  exemption  may  be  carried 
forward  to  be  used  in the  immediately following year only. 
Agricultural  and  business property relief 
The  law of Estate Duty provided for certain concessions 
in assessing the value of agricultural and  industrial property 
passing on  death.  As  far as  agricultural property was  concerned, 
the  law  was  that its agricultural value  (as  opposed  to its 
possibly greater open  market  value)  was  to be  reduced  by  45  per 
cent  in arriving at the figure  upon  which duty was  to be  charged. 
This valuation concession applied '\vhether  the  land was  let or 
occupied by  the  owner. 
Similar,  but not  the  same,  concessions  now  apply in the 
case  of transfers  of agricultural  land  and  of business  property 
subject to  CTT  and  are as  :follow·s: 
Agricultural relief 
As  far as  agricultural  land is  concerned  a  reduction of 50 
per cent  in its agricultural value  may  be  claimed where  the 
transferor is effectively a  1full-time working farmer'  (see 
below),  but  the  concession is limited in that it is applicable 
to not  more  than 405  ha of agricultural land or to  an. agricul-
tural value  of not  more  than £250,000  in any  one  ownership. 
1fhichever of these  limits benefits  the  taxpayer  or his  estate 
most  (i.e. gives  the greatest reduction in value)  will be  the 
one  applied. 
The  reduction is claimable  only where  the  transferor has 
been wholly or mainly  engaged  for not  less  than five  out  of the 
seven years  ending  on  5 April  immediately preceding the transfer 
in one  or more  of four  capacities,  namely: 
(iii) 
{iv) 
as  a  farmer  either alone  or in partnership,or 
as  an  employee  in a  farming business  carried on 
by  somebody  else,  or 
as  a  director of a  company where  :farming in the  UK 
is its main activity,  or 
as  a  person undergoing :full-time education  (not 
necessarily in :farming). 
The  transferor will be  deemed,  automatically,  to have  been 
engaged wholly or mainly in these  capacities if not  less than 
75  per cent  of his aggregate  earned  income  was  derived directly 
:from agriculture in the ill{ in any  :five  of the last seven years 
of assessment. 
Apart  from  having to qualify by way  of his occupation as 
set out  above,  the transferor must  also  show  that he  occupied 
the property being transferred :for  the  purposes  of agriculture 
:for at least  two  years  immediately before  the transfer.  This 
relief applies  only to  the agricultural value  of agricultural 
property;  such property includes  the appropriate  land,  farm 
buildings,  cottages  and  farmhouses,  growing  crops  and,  by 
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not  include harvested crops,  or machinery  and  stock other than 
the  above. 
Business property relief 
On  the  introduction of CTT  no  special relief was  given to 
business  property,  but  a  valuation relief was  introduced by  the 
Finance Act  1976  (extended by  the Finance Act  1978)  with the 
particular aim  of preserving smaller businesses  (usually not 
public  companies)  from  being broken  up  by  the  impact  of the  tax 
on  transfers.  The relief is now  available by  way  of  a  reduction 
in the value  of  'relevant business  property'  when it is transfer-
red either during the life time  or  on  the death of the  owner. 
Relevant  business  property is defined as, 
(i) 
(ii) 
a  business  or an  interest in  a  business 
shares  or securities of a  company  (whether  quoted  or 
not)  which  gave  the transferor control of the  company 
immediately before  the  transfer. 
In  the  above  two  cases  the value  of the relevant  business 
property is reduced  by  50  per cent. 
(iii)  shares  in  a  company  which  do  not  give  the transferor 
control of the  company  but  which  are not  quoted  on  a 
recognised  stock exchange. 
In this. case  the reduction in value  of the relevant 
business  property is  20  per cent. 
(iv)  any  land,  building,  machinery or plant which was  used 
immediately before  the  transfer wholly  or mainly for 
a  business  carried  on  by  a  company  of which the trans-
feror had  control or by  a  partnership of which he  was 
then  a  partner.  This  sort  of property however will 
only itself qualify as  relevant  business  property if 
the  transferor's  interest in the business is itself 
relevant  business  property or,  if the shares  or 
securities of the  company  carrying on  the business 
are  relevant business  property. 
The  reduction in value applicable  to  the  land,  building, 
machinery  or plant  qualifying as  above  as  relevant business 
property is  JO  per cent.  To  qualify at all the relevant 
business  property must  have  been in the  ownership  of the trans-
feror for at least  two  years  immediately before  the transfer. 
Whereas  agricultural relief is limited in extent  there is no 
limit  to  the size or value of relevant business  property which 
may  enjoy the relief. 
It can be  seen therefore,  that,  as  far as  a  farming 
business  is concerned relief may,  where  applicable,  be  claimed 
under  the agricultural relief available,  within limits,  to  the 
full-time working farmer,  but  also  that,  business  property 
relief may  be available,  not  only  on  those  assets eligible for 
the agricultural relief but,  on  other farming assets  which  may 
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possible to  claim both reliefs  on  the  same  assets but,  it is 
possible to  apply business  property relief to values  and  areas 
beyond  the  limits for agricultural relief.  It is also  possible 
to  claim business  property relief where  agricultural relief 
may not  be  available because,  although the  transferor does  not 
qualify as  a  full-time  working  farmer nevertheless  the  farming 
business ~  relevant business  property ~  the  transferor has 
been running it for at least  two  years. 
Finally,  it should be noted  that agricultural relief must 
be  claimed within  two  years  of the transfer whereas  business 
property relief is automatically available without  specific 
claim. 
A  study of these  two  valuation concessions  makes  it clear 
that  the agricultural landlord  (as  opposed  to  the  owner-occupier 
farmer)  is not  eligible to  claim agricultural relief on  trans-
ferring let agricultural land,  neither can he  claim business 
assets relief on  such  land because it is not  relevant business 
property.  However,  the peculiarities of the market  are  such as 
to  reduce  the value  of agricultural  land  occupied by  a  sitting 
tenant  currently to  a  figure  of only  a  little over half that 
which it holds if it is available with vacant  possession.  If, 
therefore,  the agricultural landlord were  to  be  able  to  claim 
some  valuation concession  on  the  transfer of let land  the  owner-
occupier might  justifiably claim  a  further  concession to bring 
the  taxable value  of his  land  down  to  a  figure  equal  to  that 
then applicable to let land.  This  is not  to maintain in conse-
quence  that valuation relief on let agricultural  land is not 
justified but  to point  out  that  there are  always  difficulties 
in the fair application of taxation concessions.  The  argument 
for  special treatment  of all agricultural  land is really based 
on  the  capital-intensive nature of agriculture  and  on  the conse-
quent  impossibility of funding  the  tax  out  of  income;  a  problem 
which is not nearly so  acute  in many  other industries  or 
businesses. 
An  example  is given below of the widely differing amounts 
of CTT  applicable to the  same  farming unit  in different circum-
stances.  The  reasons  for this are  the  divergence  between  the 
open  market  value  of agricultural  land  when  offered for sale 
with vacant  possession and  when  offered for sale subject  to 
tenancy,  and,  whether  or not business  assets  or agricultural 
relief are available. 
A  farmer  owns  and  occupies  a  farm worth,  with vacant 
possession,  £200,000.  He  has  farming  stock worth  £50,0~0.  He 
has  (for the  purposes  of this  example)  no  other assets. 
1.  If,  on his death,  neither agricultural nor business assets 
relief is available because he  has  not  owned  the  farm  for 
long  enough,  the  CTT  payable will be £108,750. 
2.  If business  assets  or working farmer relief are available 
the value  transferred will be  reduced  to £125,000  and  the 
CTT  due  £36,000. 
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the partnership deed  the  son has  the right  to  continue to 
farm  the  land as  a  tenant  on his father's death then,  the 
value  of the  land  on  the father's death,  will be  as  tenanted 
land,  say £120,000,  agricultural and  business assets relief 
will still be  available and  the total value  transferred ·will 
therefore be  £85,000  and  the  CTT  due  £17,250. 
4.  If the  farmer had  shared these assets  equally with his wife 
and  she  had  been  a  partner with her husband  and her son in 
the  farming business  and,  if both the  farmer  and his wife 
had left all to their son,  then,  the  CTT  liability on  each 
estate would  have  been  calculated  on  a  value  of £42,500  and 
would  have  amounted  to £5,750. 
A  further variation in the duty payable  can be  shown  to 
exist in the differing application of agricultural and business 
assets relief;  the  former  being more  restricted than  the latter. 
As,  however,  the  amount  of the relief in most  cases  is the  same 
(namely  a  50  per  cent  reduction in value)  it would  appear 
appropriate that  business  assets relief should be  sought  instead 
of aericultural relief in virtually every  case  so  that  the diff-
erence arising in the  tax  due  under  the  two  alternatives does 
not really matter. 
Payment  of CTT 
CTT  is due  six months  after the  end  of the month  in which 
the  chargeable transfer was  made,  but,  in  order to keep  in with 
the  Income  Tax  year the tax  due  on  a  lifetime transfer made 
between  6  Apri.l  and  JO  September is not  due until the  end  of 
April  in the  following year,  so  the delay in the due  date  can 
be  just  over  twelve  months  in the  longer case  and  six months 
in the  shortest.  Where  tax is not  paid by  the  due  date  simple 
interest is payable  on  what  is outstanding,  the current rate of 
interest being 6  per  cent  on  tax arising as  a  result of a  death 
and  9  per cent  in other cases.  This  interest is not  eligible 
for  any  Income  Tax relief. 
Where  the  tax arises  on  death and  is due  on  land,  on  a 
business  or on  an  interest in a  business  and  on  certain shares 
and  securities,  then,  it may  be  paid by  eight yearly or sixteen 
half yearly instalments.  However,  no  instalments are acceptable 
in the  case  of lifetime transfers  except  where  the transferee 
has  agreed to  pay  the  tax  and  where  the  tax is due  on  one  of the 
assets mentioned  above.  Where  tax is paid by instalments, 
interest lvill be  due  when  the  instalments are  due  on  the whole 
of the  outstanding tax,  except  where  the  tax is that  due  on  the 
value  of certain shares,  or  on  a  business  or an interest in a 
business,  in which  case interest is  charged  only on  the  amount 
of each  instalment not  paid by  the  due  date.  However,  full 
interest is payable  on  the  tax due  on  land which is not  a  busi-
ness  or an  interest in a  business.  In any  event,  interest is 
payable  on  tax due  in excess  of £250,000 no  matter from  what 
class of asset  or assets the  tax arises. 
Capital Gains Tax  (CGT) 
A  full scale tax  on  capital gains  accruing  on  the disposal 
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is on  the calculated gain  (with no  allowance  for  inflation} 
which has  accrued  between  6  April  1965  and  the date  of disposal. 
A  disposal for  CGT  purposes  takes  place whenever  an asset 
changes  hands  so  that  a  potential tax  charge arises  on gifts 
as  well as  on sales.  Where  an asset  was  owned  before  6  April 
1965  the legislation is so  worded  as  to attempt  to  charge  only 
that part of the gain accruing since that date.  This is 
achieved in one  of two  ways,  either,  by apportioning the total 
gain between  the periods  of ownership before April  1965  (not 
liabile to  tax)  and after April  1965  (chargeable}  or,  by taking 
as  a  base  the value  of the asset  on  6  April  1965  and  ignoring 
the value  of it on  the date  on  which,  prior to  6  April  1965,  it 
was  acquired.  The  first method  of apportioning the gain to 
before and after 6  April  1965  is done  on  the statutory assump-
tion that the gain accrued  evenly over the  whole  period of 
Olmership  and  further that,  for  apportionment  purposes,  owner-
ship  commenced  on  6  April  1945 if in fact it began before  that 
date. 
Every disposal  since Apri1.1965  is the  occasion for  a  cal-
culation of the  gain  (if any)  then arising except  that,  the 
death of the  owner  is not  deemed  to be  such an  occasion although 
it was  so  deemed  between  1965  and  1971.  Until April  l977  the 
tax was  JO  per cent  of the  chargeable gain:  since that date 
some  relief from  this rate has  been given where  the net  gains 
(total gains  less total losses)  in any  one  year do  not  exceed 
£9,500.  Net  gains  of £1,000 or less in any  one  year are not 
subject  to  tax. 
The  occasion of a  gift of assets may  therefore give rise 
both to  CGT  and  CTT  and  this fact  may well have  inhibited the 
transference of businesses  from  one  generation to another.  The 
valuation concessions  described  above  in connection with the 
transference of agricultural  land  and  of business  property and 
the  lower rates  of CTT  on  lifetime gifts were  designed to  counter 
this.  Then,  in  1978,  payment  of CGT  due  on  the gift of business 
assets  or of shares  or securities of a  trading company  which  was 
the transferor's family  company,  were  allowed  to be  deferred  on 
the  joint application of both donor  and  donee.  This  legislation 
provides  in effect that where  such an application is made  the 
chargeable  gain arising on  the gift may  be  moved  from  the donor 
to the  donee  and will become  payable  only  on  a  subsequent  dis-
posal of the assets by  the donee.  This is done  by  reducing the 
recorded value  of the asset  when  given  away  to  such  sum  as 
neither gain nor loss arises  in the hands  of the_donor  and  by 
recording the value  of the asset as  received by the  donee  as 
being this  same  reduced value. 
A  similar sort  of deferment  of the liability to  CGT  has 
always  been available when  business assets are disposed  of and 
replaced during the life of a  business.  In effect the  charge-
able gain then arising is  'rolled-over'  on  to  the  new  assets 
bought  to replace  those disposed of.  This  'rolling-over'  of 
the gain may  continue as  assets are disposed of and  adequately 
replaced  throughout  the life of a  business,  only falling to be 
met  either when  the assets  are finally disposed of and not 
adequately replaced,  or when  the business itself is disposed of. 
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a  business  on  retirement.  Thus,  where  an  individual  aged  60 
disposes  by  sale or gift of  a  business  which he  has  owned 
throughout  the  previous  ten years  or similarly disposes  of 
shares  of  a  family  and  trading company  of which he  has  been 
a  full  time  working director throughout  the  period of ten years 
ending with the disposal,  then,  he  will not  be  charged to  CGT 
as  follows: 
If he  is 65  years  old  or more,  on  £50,000  of any  gain 
If he  is less than  65  years  old  on  £10,000  for  every 
year  of his  age  between  60  and  65. 
Where  ownership  of the business  or of the  shares has  been 
for  a  period of less  than ten years  prior to  the disposal  then 
the  exempt  amounts  will be  proportionately reduced. 
II.D.  (d).  Summary 
CGT  and  CTT  both arise  on  a  gift but,  as  outlined above, 
valuation concessions,  a  lower  tax rate  on  lifetime gifts,  the 
deferment  of liability to  CGT  on  the gift of  a  business  and  some 
CGT  relief available  on  retirement,  lessen the  immediate  impact 
of capital  taxation  on  the  transference of agricultural  (and 
other)  businesses. 
The .ability to  pay  the  tax by  instalments whether interest 
is due  or not,  may  make  it possible in the  case  of profitable 
businesses  which are not  capital intensive  to  meet  most  if not 
all of the  tax  out  of  income.  It is doubtful if this  can  often 
be  done  where  the  tax is due  on  land.  It may  be  possible in 
the  case  of the  transference  of small  farms  to  meet  the tax 
partly out  of profits  and partly out  of borrowings  hoping that 
the  latter can be repaid before another transfer intervenes.  In 
the  case of the  larger farms  it is difficult  to  see  how  capital 
taxes  can be  met  other than  by sales  of land  and  other business 
assets. 
These  facts  being so it may  be  that  much  thought  will be 
given  in the  future  to  spreading the  ownership  of assets  through 
the  medium  of company  ownership,  so  that  the total  amount  of tax 
due  is lessened  and  the  occasions  upon  which  the  taxes  arise are 
spread  over  the years.  Such  a  shifting of assets  into farming 
and  landowning  companies  and  the wider distribution of shares  in 
them would  of course  give rise to  an initial liability to capital 
taxes,  but  this liability might  be  faced  and  met  in the  expecta-
tion that,  once  the  operation has  been  completed,  future 
liabilities will be  lessened sufficiently to  compensate.  In 
addition to  the  formation  of companies  more  farming partner-
ships  between  erstwhile  landowners  and  tenants will be  formed, 
for  these have  considerable  taxation advantages  as  compared with 
the  normal  landlord-tenant  relationship. 
However,  many  people,  not  only farmers  and  landowners,  are 
reluctant  to  take  steps  such as  these  which  cause  considerable 
personal  inconvenience,  financial  worry  and  uncertainty.  It is 
indeed  probable  that,  numerous  individuals will not  take  any 
action to  lessen or mitigate  the  effects  of capital taxation 
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safely predicted that  despite  the  concessions,  capital taxation 
will cause  the break-up  of many  of the  larger farms  and  estates 
over the next  twenty-five years.  Such  a  process will accelerate 
if an  annual wealth tax is introduced. 
Certain aspects  of and  recommendations  regarding the  tax 
treatment  of  income  and  capital in agriculture are  specifically 
referred to 'in  the  Re  ort of the  Committee  of In uir  into  the 
Ac  uisition of and  Occu  anc  of A  ricultural Land  Northfield, 
1979  •  That  report  also  makes  reference  to  the preferential 
tax  treatment  afforded  the  institutions by  comparison with 
private individuals  and  to  tax planning by  what  might  be  referred 
to  as  'value manoeuvring'  by means  of which the agricultural 
relief may  be  applied to  land valued  as  subject  to  a  tenancy. 
II.D.  (e).  Costs  of financing real estate  tr~sfers 
The  revolution in land tenure  in Britain this  century is 
generally thought  of as  being negatively inspired in the  sense 
that it has  tended  to  take  place because  landlords  have  been 
keen  to sell rather than because  tenants  have  been keen  to buy. 
Moreover,  it can have  derived  only relatively little of its 
initial and  middle-term momentum  from  legislation to  improve 
the  flow  of funds  to  would-be  borrowers.  It is true  that Part 
I  of the Agricultural Credits  Act  of  1923  provided rescue 
mortgage facilities for  over-indebted  farmers  who  had  bought 
land during the profitable years  of the  Corn  Production Act 
(1917-1921)  but,  only  some  £5M  were  advanced.  Then,  five years 
later the Agricultural Credits  Act  of  1928  set  up  the Agricul-
tural Mortgage  Corporation,  which  remains  the  only specialist 
land  mortgage  institution in existence  and  raises its funds 
through  the  issue of debentures  to  the public.  However, 
although it has  well  over  £JOO  million outstanding to  farmers 
now  that is only between  one  fifth and  one  sixthJof the  amount 
advanced  by  the banks.  For many  years it grew  only  slowly and 
20  years  ago,  after being  in business  for  30  ye~rs, its total 
advances  were  only  about  a  tenth of the present  ~urn. 
Such  slow growth  stands  in marked  contrast to  the  amount 
of land being bought  and  sold since  1928.  Thus,  the total value 
of land  sold by  landlords  for  owner-occupation between  1920  and 
1950  must  have  exceeded  £200  million and  between  1950  and  1960 
reached  almost  £300 million,  nevertheless,  institutional  lending 
to  farmers,  for all purposes,  rose  by  less  than £150  million 
over  that  40 year period.  Most  of that  came  from  the banks  for, 
in  1960,  AMC  lending was  still only £35.6 million while  bank 
lending to  farmers  was  £325  million.  Over  that  same  period 
lending to  farmers  from  private sources via solicitors declined, 
so  that,  a  very large proportion of land purchases  can have  been 
financed  only  from  business  and  family  savings. 
The  1960s  witnessed  a  big change  in things  (see Table  E.D.1). 
Land  prices  doubled.  AMC  lending rose  between four  and  five 
fold  to £153·5  million by  1970 while  bank  lending increased by 
a  mere  54  per  cent  to  £504  million over  the  same  decade.  This 
much  more  modest  rate of increase brought  about  a  radical trans-
formation  in their relative positions which did not  alter much 
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until  1978  and  is to  be  explained mainly because  land prices rose 
much  more  rapidly than  farm  incomes  in the  1960s,  so  making the 
banks,  who  are essentially short-term lenders,  an increasingly 
less appropriate source  of finance  for transfers.  In the  1970s, 
although movements  have  been by  no  means  regular,  nevertheless 
the  old ratio of land prices being ten times  farm  income  per unit 
of land has  tended  to reestablish itself. 
Table II  .D. 1 
Land  prices  and  Net  Farm  Income  Eer ha  and 
Year 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1063 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
Notes 
and  A~iC  borrowing,  England 
Average  land,  1  Net  Farm  Income 
price(£ per ha)  (£  per ha)2 
190.3  18 
229.8  20 
247.1  22 
279.2  20 
294.1  25 
397.8  27 
420.1  24 
427.5  28 
447.3  24 
499.1  27 
496.7  31 
481.9  50 
514.0  69 
939.0  74 
f512.3  66 
1299.8  106 
1074.9  109 
1287.4  108 
1747'.0  1165 
and  sources: 
and Wales  since 
A~1C  loans  out-
standing at end 
of March  (£M)3 
35.6 
40.8 
47.9 
50.6 
57.6 
64.2 
71.5 
87.1 
103.2 
128.1 
153·5 
170.3 
178.9 
205.8 
244.2 
274.0 
283.9 
311.0 
338.6 
total bank 
1960 
Banks  loans 
to  a~ricul-
ture  k£M) 
35 
383 
393 
435 
488 
517 
523 
492 
515 
527 
536 
590 
690 
806 
965 
1018 
1 1 1 1 
1514 
1945 
~ Extracted  from  ~~FF Information notices. 
NFI  incl.BLSA  per total area for all farms  excl.horticulture 
over  271  smd.  Derived  from  Farm  Incomes  in England  and Wales 
(various years). 
'Derived from  AMC  Annual  Reports  (various years). 
Bank  loans  outstanding to agriculture,  forestry and  fishing, 
averaged  over  the  4  quarters  for Great Britain. Years  1975 
onwards  includes  loans  in Northern Ireland.  Derived  from 
Annual  Abstract  of Statistics  (various years)  and  Monthly 
Digest  of Statistics  (various years). 
5  For England  only  and  since  the  method  of calculation has  also been 
changed this figure  is not  strictly comparable  with previous year. 
The  initial burden of financing purchases  of farmland  can 
be  brought  out  in general,  though static,  terms  by  examining, 
year by year,  the relationship between NFI  and  the  annual 
repayment  to be  made  on  a  20  year mortgage  to buy  land at its 
price that  same year.  As  they are before deduction of tax, 
the figures  set  out  in Table II.D.2 overstate the  amount  of 
income  that  can be  expected in practice to be  available for 
purchasing land,  but  they also overstate the net  of tax burden 
which mortgages  represent  and  so  they serve tolerably well  to 
illustrate the  trend in that  burden  over time. 
141 Table II.D.2 
Year 
1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1966 
1965 
1964 
1963 
1962 
1961 
1960 
1959 
1958 
1957 
1956 
1955 
1954 
1953 
1952 
1951 
1950 
The  annual  payment  required to  service  a  100  per cent 
20  year mortgage at the average price  of land for  each 
year in turn  1950-1977  expressed as  a  percentage of 0.6 
of NFI  in that  same  year.  By various  sizes  of farm, 
England  and  Wales 
50  ha & 
under 
156 
126 
158 
255 
Size of farm 
50.1  ha-
236 
208 
265 
534 
100.1  ha-
334 
251 
313 
513 
200.1  ha-
367 
279 
351 
565 
Over 
300 ha 
493 
340 
555 
659 
20  ha& 
under  20.1  ha- 40.1  ha- 60.1  ha- 120.1  ha- Over  200 ha 
215 
77 
92 
150 
167 
144 
119 
120 
110 
79 
86 
88 
87 
76 
66 
60 
53 
56 
55 
72 
59 
72 
65 
68 
211 
91 
110 
197 
219 
194 
170 
187 
154 
1 1 1 
120 
117 
115 
103 
86 
74 
74 
83 
81 
99 
79 
107 
97 
108 
265 
100 
123 
217 
219 
236 
213 
239 
216 
154 
164 
147 
152 
134 
113 
91 
89 
100 
102 
127 
94 
119 
110 
118 
251 
131 
166 
286 
342 
308 
236 
270 
239 
168 
179 
162 
169 
157 
138 
113 
103 
108 
115 
133 
105 
141 
120 
133 
274 
172 
219 
335 
394 
396 
264 
298 
272 
187 
183 
162 
176 
164 
135 
122 
110 
116 
115 
137 
109 
145 
120 
147 
336 
241 
305 
470 
554 
606 
412 
459 
422 
254 
306 
247 
256 
240 
197 
205 
177 
176 
162 
195 
155 
238 
168 
242 
Source:  Based  on  Farm  Incomes  in England  and  Wales  (various 
years). 
Sixty per cent  of NFI  - a  figure  which  makes  some  token 
allowance  for  tax and  living expenses  - would  have  sufficed to 
service  a  20 year mortgage  any year between  1950  and  1964  on·  a 
farm  of 20  ha or less,  and  most  years between  1950  and  l959  on 
farms  of between  20  and  40 ha.  However all farm  groups  of over 
40 ha would  have  required regularly  two  and  three  times  more 
than 60  per cent  of NFI  every year to  meet  a  100  per cent  20 
year mortgage at current prices.  By  and  large,  the bigger the 
farm  the less adequate would  income  have  been.  Generally,  the 
burden of new  mortgages  tended  to  increase relative to  income 
up  to  1968-69  and  to peak again in  1974. 
142 In spite of such massive  and evidently increasing financial 
problems,  nevertheless,  the movement  to  owner-occupier farming 
has  continued.  Moreover,  although in England  and Wales  institu-
tional landlordism has  increased,  six out of seven purchases 
continue to be  made  by farmers.  Disaster has not  struck.  ·In 
the United Kingdom,  the aggregate balance  sheet of farming·has 
reflected massive capital gains  on  land;  debts have  increased 
but assets,  and  especially land,  have  increased in value  even 
more.  In 1963,  it is estimated liabilities amounted to £1,190M, 
assets to £5,200M;  by  1974,  liabilities had  increased to 
£1,780M,  assets to £20,460M.  Detailed examination of the 
financial arrangements  of the most  rapidly growing,  large farms, 
in a  national sample  of farms  in England in 1969  (Harrison,1975) 
revealed that,  only  a  small minority had needed to borrow 
heavily.  For the  sample as  a  whole,  on average,  capital gains 
were  of the  same  order of magnitude  as  incomes. 
Of  the many  factors at work,  inflation has  been dominant. 
It has  compelled all but  the very rich to borrow heavily to 
finance  land purchases.  Nevertheless high risk financing is 
not  a  characteristic of all farmers,  all the time but is a 
transient one  relating only to  a  heavily indebted minority, 
dominated by relatively recent  entrants.  In England,  5  per cent 
of farmers  in  1969  accounted for  65  per cent  of borrowing and, 
for  them,  liabilities regularly exceeded  70  per cent  of assets. 
It  ~s often argued that,  land prices are  'too'  high and 
certainly they have  been consistently high relative to  incomes, 
and  even to  above  average levels of income  arising from 
relatively small-scale increases in areas of individual farms 
so that,  inc~mes at time  of purchase have  seldom sufficed to 
service mortgage  requirements.  Nevertheless,  over the last 
25 years  as  a  whole,  land price increases have not  completely 
outstripped income  increases  and  certainly not  in the mid  1970s. 
Although there have been significant other returns both to 
owner-occupiers  and  to landlords, nevertheless,  these have 
probably not  increased much  in importance  over  time  (the 
capital tax advantages  have  been reduced)  so that,  the major 
factors  must  have been  income rises and  low discount rates both 
as reflected in social terms  - the importance attached to  con-
tinuity of ownership both of farms  and  of landed estates - and 
in monetary  ones  - low real costs of borrowing. 
Just how  low  the real costs of borrowing have been  can be 
seen from  the figures  set out in Table II.D.J. 
Inflation adds  to the financial  problems  of business 
proprietors because it results,  on  the basis of orthodox 
accounting conventions,  in taxable  income being higher than it 
should;  first,  because  stock holding gains are inflated, 
second,  because depreciation charges  on historic and also,  even 
on  a  running,  inflation-adjusted basis,  are understated,  third, 
because  tax thresholds tend to be  adjusted belatedly as real 
incomes  fall.  Moreover,  although accounting practices in 
different countries have  been modified to varying degrees  as 
inflation has  continued  so  that,  where  inflation has  been of 
long standing indexing is the rule, nevertheless, it is not 
practised in the  UK  in spite of the  experience of recent decades. 
143 The  result is that the balance  of advantage has  rested squarely 
with borrowers  while  lenders have  been penalised. 
The  cushioning effect rising incomes  have  on debt  serv1c1ng 
payments  requires  time  to achieve but,  the  time  required for in-
come  to increase substantially (e.g.50 per cent)  has  tended to 
become  less as  the years have  progressed.  The result is that,  in 
spite of rising land prices and  interest charges  throughout  the 
1950s  and  1960s  which inevitably required heavier repayment 
schedules,  nevertheless,  once  entered into,  heavy and  seemingly 
impossible initial mortgage  burdens  have  become progressively 
easier to bear as  time has  gone  on. 
Table II.D.3 
Mort  a  e  interest rates  inflation and real 
interest rates  er cent 
Average  AMC  Standard  A  B  Real  Rate 
Mortgage  rate of  Interest  % change  of 
Year  interest rate Income  Tax  rate x  in Retail Interest 
(SRT)  1-S.R.T.  Price  (Col.A-B) 
Index 
1950  4.0  35  2.6  3.2  -0.6 
1951  4.2  37  2.6  9.1  -6.4 
1952  5·5  37  3·5  9.1  -5.6 
1953  5.6  35  3.6  3.0  o.6 
1954  4.7  35  3.0  2.0  1.0 
1955  4.9  32  3.3  4.4  -1 .1 
1956  5.0  32  3.4  4.9  -1.5 
1957  6.0  32  4.1  3.7  o.4 
1958  6.6  32  4.5  3.1  1.4 
1959  5·7  30  4.0  0.5  3.5 
1960  6.5  30  4.6  1 • 1  3.5 
1961  6.9  30  4.8  3.4  1.4 
1962  7.1  30  5.0  4.3  0.7 
1963  6.o  30  4.2  1.9  2.3 
1964  6.6  30  4.6  3.2  1.4 
1965  7·5  32  5.1  4.8  0.3 
1966  8.1  32  5.5  3.9  1.6 
1967  8.0  32  5.4  2.5  2.9 
1968  8.4  32  5·7  4.7  1.0 
1969  9.8  32  6.7  5.4  1.3 
1970  9.9  32  6.1  6.4  -0.3 
1971  10.1  29  7.0  9.4  -2.4 
1972  9.0  29  6.4  7.1  -0.7 
1973  10.1  30  7.1  9.2  -2.1 
1974  14.7  33  9.8  16.0  -6.2 
1975  14.9  35  9.7  24.2  -14.5 
1976  14.7  35  9.5  16.6  -7.1 
1977  14.4  35  9.4  18.2  -8.8 
1978  16.6  30  11 .6  8.3  3.3 
Sources:  .M-1C  Annual  Reports  and Economic  Trends. 
l44 However,  there  is  a  marked  contrast  between what  happened 
on  farms  of less  than  and  those  of more  than  60  ha  and  also 
between developments  in the fifties  and  those  in the sixties. 
Virtually from  1950  and  through  the  1950s  60  per cent  of NFI,  on 
average,  provided full mortgage  cover for  the  three  groups  of 
farms  of less  than  60  ha  each although the  40-60 ha  group 
experienced difficulties which  increased  from  1960  onwards. 
Then  from  1961  it began  to  be  a  more  serious  problem for  the 
20-40  ha  farms  also,  which  began to need  three  to  four years 
before  60  per  cent  of NFI  was  enough  to meet  a  20  year mortgage. 
1964  saw all but  the  smallest  farms  of 20  ha  and  under 
requiring six years  to  cover  their mortgages.  Then,  from  1969 
pressures  reduced;  the  smallest  farms  covered  their mortgages 
in  two  years  or less  and  income  in  1971  covered all three 
groups  of smaller farms  except  the  40-60 ha  ones.  The  bigger 
farms  {60  ha  and  over)  faced difficulties  from  the start but  up 
to  and  including  1957  the  period of  income  deficiency became 
progressively shorter.  However,  from  1958  a  period of difficulty 
was  encountered  and  not until  1971  were  large  farm  incomes  big 
enough  to  cover earlier mortgages  regularly. 
From  1965 all farms  faced  problems  but  the  problem period 
became  progressively shorter as  time  went  on  until more  recent 
years  when  low  incomes  and  high interest rates have  posed 
serious  mortgage  servicing problems. 
Source  of funds 
Over  t~e years,  much  of the business  conducted with  farmers 
by  the banks  has  been  on  a  relatively informal basis  of over-
draft  accommodation  in which  repayment  terms  fall  to  be negotia-
ted year by year in the  light  of  on  the  farm  and  more  general 
financial  circumstances.  Increasingly,  however,  the banks  have 
preferred to  arrange  settled term  advances  in the  form  of loans 
for which  repayment  arrangements  are  agreed  from  the  outset.  No 
systematic  and  comprehensive  analysis  of such banking operations 
is possible  and it is to  the  operations  of the  AMC  that  we  must 
turn to  study  the nature  of the  farmland  market  and  the  finance 
that  supports it. 
In the year  ending 31st  March  1973 nationally,  5,500 sales 
of land  involving almost  202,500 ha  (2  per cent  or  thereabouts 
of the total  stock)  were  transacted.  Of  that total the Corpora-
tion financed  about  22  per  cent  - almost  40,500 ha.  The  latest 
figures  available  (for the year  ending 31st  March  1978)  show  that 
the Corporation helped  to finance  just over 49,612  ha  out  of  a 
similar national total and,  in that year,  extended  just over 
£46 M  to borrowers. 
Over  recent years  the  breakdown  of AMC  lending has  varied 
relatively little year by year in terms  of the  sorts  of trans-
actions  involved.  This  is brought  out  in the  following table. 
The  area charged to  the Corporation by the  60.7-121.5 ha 
size  group has  been consistently higher relative to all sales 
for  that  size group  than it has  for  other size groups  so  that 
it looks  as  if the Corporation tends  to  concentrate  on  such 
145 Table II.D.4 
AMC  lending by  groups  of borrowers  in recent years 
Per cent  of advances 
To  buy additional  land 
To  move  to new  farm 
Farmers'  sons  etc. setting up 
To  sitting tenants 
Newcomers  to  farming 
Repayment  of existing loans, 
Capital  improvements  and 
working capital 
Source:  AMC  private  communication. 
1976-7  1977-8 
35% 
'working farmer'  transactions.  (See Figure II.D.5 for estimates 
of the Corporation's  share  of the market  by size of farm  groups 
in 1977-8).  However,  the area of the  farming  enterprise may  be 
much  greater than the area charged to  the Corporation and,  there 
are  cases  where  the  land  charged is not  the  land bought  with the 
money  provided. 
Details of AMC  loans  in the year  ending March  1978  are set 
out  in Table II.D.6.  Fully one-third were  secondary and addition-
al loans  made  without  further  security having to be  lodged  -
additional  evidence  of the  credit enhancing effect of rising 
land prices.  In recent years,  neither the scales  on which  loan 
applications have  been rejected nor the grounds  for doing so 
have  changed much.  For  example,  in the year  ended  31  March 
1970,  14  per cent  of all applications by number  were  rejected 
and  this represented  11  per cent  of applications by amount  of 
money.  Eight years later,  in the year ending  31  March  1978,  the 
rejection rate was  13t per cent  by number  and  11  per cent by 
amount  of money.  There has  been  a  slight movement  towards 
rejecting applications  on  the  grounds  that  the applicant will 
not  be  able  to service the borrowing.  Moreover,  three quarters 
of applicants  seek to  borrow less than the  two-thirds  of the 
property's value which  the Corporation is permitted to lend. It 
might  have  been surprising if this had not  been the case.  In 
1970  the Corporation's  fixed  lending rate averaged  10  per cent 
and  the average vacant  possession price of land was  £605  a  ha; 
in  1978  the  corresponding figures  were  13t per cent  and £3078 
a  ha.  Applicants  to  the  AMC  are weighted slightly more  towards 
full-time  farming  than national figures  of the extent of part-
time  farming would  suggest,  since  75  per cent  of applicants 
have  no  income  other than that  from  farming. 
For many  years  the  AMC  advanced  loans  only  on  a  fixed 
interest charge basis  to  be  repaid on  a  constant annual,  fully 
amortised,  basis.  More  recently a  number  of innovations have 
been introduced and it is now  possible to contract  on  a  fixed 
or variable interest basis,  and  to repay  on  an annuity,  equal 
capital or straight  50  per cent  option basis.  In certain cases 
also,  borrowing can be  on  a  straight  loan basis for  a  five  to 
ten year period.  Full details of the  types  of business 
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 Table II.D.6 
AMC  loans  completed with and without  additional 
security in the year ending  31  March  1978 
New  Loans  Further loans with 
additional  security 
Ha  No  Amount  £  Ha  No  Amount  £  Ha 
o.5- 14  248,665  35.6  13  249,016  42.1 
6.1- 15  163,850  148.6  10  286,466  85.0 
12.1- 51  740,314  853.0  19  599,875  293.5 
20.2- 185  4,069,350  5,660.0  28  1,120,825  783.8 
4o.s- 130  3,840,571  6,388.3  21  1,295,825  1,001.2 
60.7- 185  8,617,280  15,406.5  20  1,578,835  1,669.6 
121.5- 52  4,431,799  7,891.9  1  325,000  127.5 
202.4- 15  1,393,848  3,536.8  1  164,475  263.2 
283.4-.  7  703,360  2,559.5  1  26,390  284.2 
404.9 & over  3  490,000  2,632.4 
657  24,699,037  45,112.6  114  5,646,707  4,513.8 
Further and  secondary loans  made  616  15,897,975  without  additional  security 
730  21,544,682  4,513.8 
All Loans 
Ha  No  Amount  £  Ha 
o.s- 27  497,681  77,7 
6.1- 25  450,316  233.6 
12.1- 70  1,340,189  1,146.6 
20.2- 213  5' 190' 175  6,443.7 
40.5- 151  5,136,396  7,389.5 
60.7- 205  10'  196' 115  17,076.1 
121.5- 53  4,756,799  8,019.4 
202.4- 16  1,558,323  3,763.6 
283.4- 8  729,750  2,843.7 
404.9 & over  3  490,000  2,632.4 
771  30,345,744  49,626.3 
Further and  secondary 
loans  made 
without 
additional 
security  616  15,897,975 
1,387  46,243,719  49,626.3 
Source:  AMC  private  communication 
148 transacted in  1977-8  are set  out  in Table II.D.7.  Variable 
interest loans  are  now  almost  50  per cent higher in terms  of 
value  than fixed interest ones,  chiefly because,  individually, 
they tend to  involve bigger amounts  of money.  In the  cases 
both of fixed and  of variable interest rate borrowing,  arrange-
ments  for repayment  consist almost  exclusively of,  and are 
almost  equally shared between,  annuity and  endowment  types  of 
business.  In the case of both variable and  fixed interest rate 
loans,  long-term ones  are predominant  with relatively little 
lending transacted on  a  straight five  to ten year basis. 
II.E.Owner-occupation and its problems 
The  socio-economic  developments  in the ill( which are giving 
rise to  many  of the more  serious problems  which  owner-occupier 
farmers  are facing  today are both long standing and readily 
identifiable.  To  a  great extent they stem  from  the  growth in 
population and  from  increasing wealth for,  it is essentially 
these  two  factors  which lie behind the dramatic  increases in 
land values in real  terms  which in turn reflect,  in part at 
least,  the  growing  competition for  land for non-farming pursuits, 
including leisure and recreational activities.  However,  it is 
not  simply that these developments  have  come  to represent 
problems  because  of their very scale,  as it were,  by  crossing 
well  established thresholds  of tolerance,  but  those  thresholds 
are now  narrower  as  society has  radically altered the nature 
of its concern about  the problems  involved. 
This  is particularly true about  use of the countryside's 
flora,  fauna  and historical treasures.  On  the  one  hand,  more 
and  more  people are seeking access  to  them,  subjecting them  to 
increased wear  and tear and,  inevitably and  sadly often destroy-
ing that very element  of rural peace  they are seeking there;  on 
the other,  society is showing an altogether keener  sense  of 
appreciation of the vulnerability of its heritage and  concern 
over its conservation.  As  holders  of the great reservoir of 
land resources  on which  society can  draw for leisure and 
recreational pursuits,  as well as for all the other and usually 
irreversible industrial and  developmental  uses  of farmland that 
are  sought,  farmers  are bound  to have  to face  more  and  more 
pressure  from  the rest of the  community in the future.  Moreover, 
should transport  cost  continue to rise,  more  of this pressure 
can be  expected to be felt  on  farms  nearer urban centres and 
within the higher quality,  traditional farming regions,  so 
adding to the pressures felt already by farmers  in the urban 
fringe.  The  search for  energy sources both fossilised  and 
biologically created will add  to existing demands. 
It can be  argued  that in the past  farming's  political 
lobbying machinery,  mainly  though by  no  means  exclusively 
through the  NFU,  has  been very successful  and  has  won  concessions 
for farmers  from  the rest of society which will not  be attainable 
in the future.  This is not  to  argue  that  farmers  themselves  are 
not  concerned  about  conservation issues but hitherto the 
conservation lobby has  been very much  a  minority element,  and 
not  a  particularly vocal  one.  That  is no  longer true however 
and  farmers  must  expect  to have  to  give  ground  especially re-
garding intensive  (factory-type)  farming  systems  where pollution 
and  animal  welfare  issues are  so  crucial.  Running  counter to 
149 Table II,D.7 
Loans  granted by  the  AMC  in the year  ended 
31  March,  1978  by  type 
Fixed Interest  Variable Interest 
Loans  Loans 
Loan  type  £000s  (  % )  No  (  % )  £000s  (  % )  No 
Annuity  8,521  ~  45~  297  ~  47)  11,803  ~  43)  350 
Endowment  8,960  47  270  43)  11,356  42)  307 
Equal  Capital  286  (  2)  5  (  1)  597  (  2)  13 
50%  Straight 
Option  615  (  3)  27  (  4)  1,971  (  7)  49 
Total Long  18,382  (  97)  599  (  95)  25,727  (  94)  719  Term Loans 
Straight 
(  5-10 year  578  3)  28  (  5)  1 ,557  (  6)  41 
Totals:  18,960  ( 100)  627  ( 1 oo)  27,284  ( 100)  760 
% of Total Loans  41%  45~b  59%  55% 
Total Loans 
Loan Ty:ee  £000s  (  % )  No  ( % ) 
Annuity  20,324 
! 
44~  647  ~ 
47) 
Endowment  20,316  44  577  42) 
Equal Capital  883  ~~ 
18  ~  ~~  50%  Straight Option  2,586  76 
Total Long Term Loans  44' 109  ~  9~~ 
1 ,318  ~  9~~  Straight  5  - 10 year  2'  135  69 
Totals:  46,244  ( 100)  1,387*  ( 100) 
"/o  of Total Loans  100%  100% 
* In 30  per cent  of these  transactions  the borrower elected 
to  take  up  a  mix  of loans/interest rates. 
Source:  AMC  private communication 
(  % ) 
~ 
46~  40 
(  2) 
(  7) 
(  95) 
(  5) 
( 100) 
these developments  and  to be  expected therefore to  reduce  farmers' 
problems  is the recognition that  there  should be more  careful 
conservation of farmland  as  such and  the  demand  that more  weight 
should be  given to agricultural issues  in land use planning at 
all levels. 
150 As  a  result of society's increased demand  for  land, 
especially in a  context  of inflation,  there has  been  a  continu-
ing rise in its price,  associated with a  steady fall in the 
amount  coming  on  to the market;  this has  added  enormously to 
the problems  of obtaining,  making  proper use  of,  and retaining 
farmland  for  succeeding generations. 
A  great deal  of the  tenfold rise in land values between the 
mid  1950s  and  1970s  was  purely inflationary as a1so were rises in 
farming  incomes  to which  they maintained  a  direct but variable 
relationship.  Nevertheless,  when  measured against  changes  in 
the retail price index  they doubled  in real terms.  It is 
regularly argued that prices are  too high but this is seldom 
precisely defined in terms  of how  much  and  for  whom.  Moreover 
it can be  argued  on  economic  grounds  that prices are  too  low 
since they have not  served to bring more  land  on to  the market 
but  less.  The  amount  of land bought  and  sold in the post war 
period has declined steadily - and this is true of all 
countries  in the UK.  Holders  of land  (owner-occupiers  and 
landlords)  have  been  content  to hold  land rather than sell in 
order to hold cash or re-invest  in other assets. 
Although rising land prices have not  moved  completely out 
of line with rising farm  incomes  they have  remained at a  very 
high multiple of income  per unit  of land in NFI  terms  and  an 
even greater one  probably if income  were  taken after tax,  living 
expenses,  off farm  spending,  investment  in additional capital 
assets  and interest costs in excess  of the  standard rental 
deduction made  in calculating NFI.  The  upshot  is that, it is 
virtually impossible to  finance  the  purchase  of land without 
incurring apparently impossibly heavy levels of indebtedness, 
even when  access  can be  gained to  outside  equity funding. 
Yet,  a  high proportion of land transfers are the result 
of farmer  to  farmer  sales and,  as  time has  gone  on,  farmers  have 
become  less indebted not more  so.  What  has  happened  is that, 
although farming is still a  traditionally low borrowing high 
owner  finance  sector,  it now  has  a  heavily indebted minority. 
That  group  of heavy borrowers has  existed for  some  time but, 
its members  have  come  and  gone,  slowly moving  out  as  their 
assets have  grown  in value  and as  their mortgage  servicing 
commitments  have  been reduced by rising incomes  - even if only 
in nominal  terms  - while heavily indebted new  purchasers have 
moved  in year by year  to take  their places. 
Changes  in the  economy have  increased the numbers  of 
people wanting to  own  land.  These  include  the  financial insti-
tutions which  now  find rents  and  appreciating land together 
provide  a  good return in comparison with their traditional 
investments  in property and  equities,  as well  as relatively 
prosperous  urban dwellers  who  want  to  go  part-time  farming. 
The  result of this  enhanced  demand  is that, hitherto the 
favoured would-be  owner-occupier  coming  from  a  traditional, 
farming  family background is bound  to face  increasing problems 
of obtaining land,  not  decreasing ones,  in the future.  Moreover, 
in so  far as  income  support  (pricing)  policies are  framed  with 
the alleviation of this particular difficulty in mind  they will 
(like all other  income  enhancing developments  which  become 
151 capitalised into land values)  add  to  the  problem not  reduce it. 
Policies aimed directly at reducing the  demand  for  land have  not 
been pursued  to  any  significant degree  in the UK. 
The  second  set of problems arising from  rising land values 
concerns  on-the-farm difficulties of adjusting land to other 
capital inputs.  It receives  a  good  deal less publicity than 
land purchase  and transfer problems  but it is by no  means  less 
serious  on  that account.  As  the  amount  of land  coming  on to  the 
market  has  fallen  so  the  amount  exchanged  between  farmer  and 
farmer  in order to adjust  land to working capital ratios must 
have  fallen;  there is now  less rented land in total hence  the 
part played by landlords  in arranging such adjustments  as part 
of their overall estate management  policies has  fallen,  so 
leaving more  to  be  done  through purchase  and  sale. 
No  quantitative appraisal has  been made  of this sort  of 
resource misallocation but it has  been argued  by Harrison  (1975) 
from  the  examination of farmers'  investment  plans  that,  the 
amount  of investment  by  farmers  in fixed  capital in anticipation 
of land becoming available is well  in excess  of what  in fact 
becomes  available.  It would  certainly appear that,  the overall 
market  in land is so restricted and  so variable with respect  to 
any particular area that,  the process  of land to other input 
balancing at  the margin  can not  be  capable of fine  adjustment. 
In most  cases it must  be  lumpy  and  probably not  much better 
anticipated by those  who  do  get  the  chance  to buy  than·by those 
of the remainder  who  are mistaken in expecting they will be 
able  to  do  so. 
One  development,  stemming  from rising land prices,  which 
runs  counter to  these  sorts of considerations is the possible 
realising of land values in some  way  or other in order to 
'release'  capital gains  for use as  working capital.  Selling 
and  leasing back  land is one  way  which has  been  employed,  some-
times  as  a  rescue  operation but  sometimes  also  in a  systematic, 
growth  seeking,  way  by  farmers  who  believe the  scope  for genera-
ting profits from  employing more  working capital is better than 
the profits plus capital gains  to  be  expected  from  their exist-
ing owner-occupier,  farm businesses.  Proposals have  been  made 
from  time  to  time  that an AMC  or government  backed  scheme  should 
be  operated allowing the  'release'  of capital gains  in exchange 
for  some  form  of private or institutional equity participation. 
On  balance however it is by  no  means  clear that farmers  in 
general are keen to trade-off the  chance  of capital gains  from 
land  for  the return from  working capital. 
The  third set of problems  concerns  how  to effect inter-
generation land transfers within  a  family  farm  business.  The 
big difficulty here is that,  society is increasingly less ready 
to tolerate inequalities  stemming  from  inherited wealth although 
it has  made  significant concessions  to  the proprietors of small 
businesses  even where,  as  in farming,  capital gains have  placed 
their proprietors  amongst  the wealthiest members  of society. An 
annual  wealth tax may  further penalise the most  wealthy.  More-
over,  these problems  have not  been alleviated in any way  by the 
reduction in family loyalties and  ties over recent decades  which 
have resulted either in more  and  more  family  members  being 
152 'locked in'  as unwilling investors,  or,  the  farmer  member  of 
the  family having to borrow  (usually at high interest)  in order 
to  pay  them  their shares. 
Much  of the  effort to  escape  society's ever more  tightly 
drawn  capital taxation net has  been made  by landlords  (who  are 
in addition important  owner-occupiers  as  a  result of the let-
land  they have  taken in hand  over the years)  but, it can also 
serve  the interests of larger owner-occupiers  provided they 
obtain the appropriate advice.  The  current  body  of legislation 
relating to capital taxation,  especially as it relates to  the 
ownership  of land,  is complex in the  extreme  and has resulted 
over the years in a  corresponding impressive body  of countering 
devices.  It is an altogether wasteful use of society's scarce 
resources  and  we  are again in the middle  of a  period of inten-
sive activity as  discretionary trusts are being dismantled in 
the  face  of CTT.  It is probably no  exaggeration to claim that, 
when  legislation reaches its current degree of complexity it is 
likely to  be  regressive rather than progressive as  the wealthy, 
and  generally more  fortunate  and better endowed  and  connected, 
are more  likely to  be  able  to afford the  advice that is required 
to deal with  such legal complexities. 
All  these  problems  are increased to the  extent that pretax 
profits are higher  than  they  ought  to be with inflation  (because 
depreciation charges are  too little and  costs of maintaining 
stock are not  properly charged for).  On  the other hand borrow-
ers gain from  inflation at the  expense  of lenders.  Such tax 
accounting problems  affect tenants but  they also have additional 
problems  of their own  discussed in section III.D. Moreover, 
tenants  and  owner-occupiers alike face difficulties over  choice 
of business  form.  The  great majority of farms  are run as 
proprietorships and,  increasingly,  and partly as  a  result of 
the introduction of CTT,  as partnerships.  With rising incomes 
but belatedly adjusted tax thresholds  the  good  commercial  sense 
of company  formation  becomes  evident  and will become  more  so 
should  economies  of scale increase.  The decision is not  an 
easy  one  to make,  however,  not  only because of its longer-term 
capital taxation implications but also because  the relative 
tax liabilities of proprietorships,  partnerships and  companies 
vary from  budget  to budget. 
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III.A. Tenancy arrangements  - forms,  extents  and  flows 
III.A,(a).  The  mobility of tenants  and  of rented land 
The  quantity of tenanted  farmland  in the  UK  has  declined 
dramatically this century  (see Table III.A.1). The  landlord-
tenant  system,  once  so  characteristic of British farming  and 
in  1908  accounting for  88  per cent  of the  land and  85  per cent 
of holdings  of Great Britain,  has  been reduced  to  a  point where, 
in official statistics, it accounts  for less  than half the area 
(46  per cent  in England  and Wales  in  1975,  and  41  per cent  in 
Scotland)  (MAFF,  1977).  Virtually all the  land in Northern 
Ireland is owner-occupied  as  a  consequence  of the Irish Land 
Acts  which  effectively transferred ownership  of all tenanted 
land  from  the  landowners  to  the  tenants.  In England  and  Wales 
the  post-war decline in the proportion of tenanted  farmland  was 
marked  between  1950  and  1960,  reaching 50.9 per cent  in the 
latter year,  but  the fall over  the  1960s  and  1970s  has  been 
slower. 
The  reduction in the area of rented  land over  the last  two 
decades  has  come  both  from  land being taken into owner-occupation 
and  by loss to non-agricultural use.  In the period  1960-9  (1969 
marked  the beginning of the collection of annual data on  tenure) 
the  tenanted area in England  and  Wales  fell by nearly 0.7M  ha 
while  that held by  owner-occupiers  rose  by  over  O.JM  ha.  This 
transfer was  effected either through purchases  by  sitting 
tenants,  or,  as  a  result of landed  estates taking land  1in hand' 
when it became  available  through the  retirement  of tenants or, 
selling it with vacant  possess~on, mainly to  farmers  expanding 
the area of their farms.  The  difference of about  o.4M  ha is 
accounted for partly by  the transfer of  some  0.2M  ha  to non-
agricultural uses  and partly by  changes  in the  way  the data 
were  collected.  Between  1969  and  1975  the total areas  rented 
and  owner-occupied did not vary greatly,  but  since  1975  the 
swing  to  owner-occupation,  as  revealed by official statistics, 
appears  to have  gathered momentum  again.  However,  many  recent 
changes  seem  to be  the result of adjustments  in response  to  the 
reliefs  from  capital taxation offered to working farmers  by  the 
1975  Finance Act,  adjustments  which  do  not necessarily involve 
de  facto  changes  in the nature  of the  farmers  or their tenurial 
status. 
Although the proportion of rented land has  remained  around 
41  to  42  per  cent  in Scotland  over the period  1960-75,  there 
have  been absolute reductions  in the areas both of rented  and 
of  owner-~ccupied farmland.  Once  more  however,  changes 'in 
census  procedures  provide at least part of the  explanation. 
Summarising,  although net  transfers of land  from  the rented 
to  the  owner-occupied  sectors are  an  important  feature  of the 
land  occupancy picture in Great Britain up  to  the  end  of the 
1960s,  this was  occurring at  a  declining rate and  has  apparently 
reached  a  point where little change  in tenure is now  taking 
place.  There are grounds,  however,  described below,  for treating 
these official tenure  figures  with  some  caution. 
154 Family renting arrangements 
The  Introduction  (Section I.B)showed  that the pattern of 
land  tenure is far more  complex  than  can be  described within 
the present  framework  of official statistics.  In particular', 
arrangements  where  tenant  and  landlord are  members  of one  family, 
where  frequently  joint-tenant and  landlord are  the  same  person, 
can appear in official statistics in such  a  way  that  a  totally 
misleading picture of the real ownership  and  occupation of farm-
land can result.  At  the  top  end  of the  farm-size  spectrum 
official statistics have been described as  a  fiction  (Rose  et 
~,1977).  Harrison  (1975)  discovered intra-family tenancy--
arrangements  on  some  6,826  farms  (4  per  cent)  in England  in 
1969,  although this figure  should perhaps  be  regarded as  a 
minimum  rather than  a  complete  assessment  of the  extent of 
pseudo-tenancies  and disguised owner-occupation.  It is suspec-
ted that  a  high proportion of the  31.2 per cent  of all farms 
that  in  1969  were  either partnerships  or private companies 
contained  elements  of either pseudo-tenancies,  that is  'tenant' 
and  'landlord'  were  both farming partners,  or  implied  subletting 
as,  for  example,  where  a  farming partnership used  land held  on 
tenancy not  by  the partnership but  by  a  single partner, 
frequently  the father  in a  father-and-son partnership.  In 
Scotland the  DAFS  census  currently records  about  8  per cent  of 
all land as in tenancies which are not  'at arm's  length'  that is 
on  a  strictly commercial basis. 
Table III.A.la 
Distribution of agricultural land by  tenure 
England  and  Wales,  selected years 
Area rented  Area  owned  Total 
'OOOha  %  •ooo  ha  ~b  •ooo  ha 
1887  9426  84  1707  15  11250  ) 
1891  9635  85  1697  15  11332  ~  1908  9718  88  1349  12  11068 
1914  9774  89  1199  1 1  10923 
~ 
Crops  and  grass 
1919  9493  88  1334  12  10825 
1920  9067  85  1660  15  10727 
1921  8463  80  2117  20  10580 
~  1922  8655  82  1878  18  10533 
1950  7124  62  4375  38  11499  Crops  and grass 
and  rough grazing 
1960  5845  51  5637  49  11482  Total area 
1969  5146  46  5943  54  11089  ) 
1970  5189  47  5872  53  11061 
~  1971  5140  46  .5917  54  11056 
1972  5040  46  5979  54  11020 
1973  .5076  46  5907  54  10982  Total area 
1974  5079  46  59.58  54  11037 
1975  5103  46  5907  54  11010 
1976  4979  45  6033  55  11012 
1977  4860  44  6108  56  10968 
1978  47.50  43  6221  57  10972  ) 
Sources:MAFF,1968,  MAFF,1977b  & MAFF  Agricultural Statistics 
(various years). 
155 Table III  .• A.1b 
Distribution o:f  agricultural land  b;r  tenure 
UK1  1210-1212 
Rented  Owned  Total  2 
•ooo  ha  %  •ooo  ha  %  •ooo  ha 
1970  7668  43  10331  57  17999 
1971  7656  43  10331  57  17987 
1972  7513  42  10399  58  17912 
1973  7503  42  10361  58  17864 
1974  7503  42  10380  58  17883 
1975  7484  42  10368  58  17852 
1976  7452  42  10408  58  17861 
1977  7199  41  10432  59  17631 
1978  7094  40  10546  60  17640 
1979  7022  40  10570  60  17592 
(provisional) 
1  All  land inN. Ireland treated as  owner-occupied. 
2  Includes  rough grazing,  woodland,  agricultural buildings and 
other land  on agricultural holdings.  Excludes  common 
grazings.  Some  small  changes  of definition have  occurred 
during this series. 
Source:  MAFF  Agricultural Statistics  (various years}. 
The  existence  o:f  legal  and  taxation complications  sometimes 
results in apparent  movements  o:f  land  between tenures,  without 
any real changes  necessarily taking place in the roles  o:f  the 
persons  exercising control.  This is well  illustrated by the 
dramatic rise in the number  o:f  mixed-tenure holdings  which 
occurred between  the  1974  and  1975  June  census in England  and 
lvales,  shown  in Table III  .• A.2.  CTI'  was  introduced in March  1974 
and  became  :fully effective  :from  March  1975,  replacing Estate 
Duty as  the main  tax  on  property passing at death and  providing 
:fewer  opportunities  :for  avoidance.  Over  the period  1970  to  1974 
the proportion of land recorded  in census  returns as  being part 
of wholly  Ol~er-occupied holdings  was  broadly stable at about 
35  per cent,  while  a  small  increase was  observed  in the propor-
tion of rented holdings.  However,  the  1975  census  recorded afall 
of  445,000  ha  in wholly rented holdings  and  of 324,000 ha  in 
wholly  Ol~ed holdings.  Correspondingly there was  a  sharp rise 
o:f  seven percentage points  in mixed-tenure holdings  when  10,000 
'new'  ones  appeared,  occupying 769,000 ha.  As  there were 
probably only about  6,000  opportunities for strictly commercial 
transactions to create new mixed-tenure holdings  (both through 
purchase  and  renting}  a  substantial proportion,  maybe  the 
majority,  must  have  been the result of rearrangements  of legal 
ownership within farming  families  to reduce liability to  CTT. 
While  the  rearrangements  of legal  ownership which  took 
place in 1974-75  involved  changing the  status of many  individual 
land parcels,  the moves  by  some  owner-occupiers  to  make  part of 
their farms  legally tenanted and  :for  rented  farms  to  become  in 
part  owner-occupied  so  that their Olillers  could enjoy concessions 
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extended  only to working farmers  had  a  surprisingly small net 
effect  on  the proportion of  land held in each  tenure  (see Part 
b  of Table III.A.2). 
It seems  clear from  the  above  discussion that  the mobility 
of  'real'  tenants  to  become  owner-occupiers  and  the associated 
mobility of de  facto  rented  land  to  owner-occupation and  reverse 
movements  cannot  be  appraised with any  accuracy from  official 
statistics on  tenure. 
Evidence  on real mobility of land  between tenants 
There are no  precise estimates  of the  number  of holdings 
vacated annually or  coming available for reletting each year. 
~aFF estimates  for  1976  {Private Correspondence)  put  the number 
of wholly rented holdings  in England  and Wales  vacated in 1974-5, 
judged  on  normal  trends,  at probably about  10  per  cent  of the 
June  1974  total of 61,000 holdings,  (i.e.  about  6,000  per year). 
In contrast,  the number  of holdings  sold,  excluding gifts, 
bequests  and  those under 4  ha,  was  about  4,600  in the year to 
June,  1975.  Another  estimate,  contained in the Northfield Report 
(1979)  puts  the total number  of holdings  of~  tenures annually 
falling vacant at  some  5000-6000. 
On  an  area basis Harrison  (1975)  found  that,  in the late 
1960s  in England,  roughly five  rented ha were  released to  go 
towards  increasing the  size of the  average  farm  for  every four 
owned  ha available through the market  for that purpose. 
Alternatively,  averaging the  estimated numbers  of rented ha 
which  farms  were  found  to  be  releasing with those  which other 
farms  were  adding and  raising the results to  the national level 
to  form  some ·impression of the magnitude  of rented land which 
was  changing hands  shows  that,  between  1965  and  1970,  some 
348,000  rented ha were  moving  annually between occupiers;  this 
corresponds  to  8  per cent  of the total rented area in England. 
Hine  & Houston  (1973),  working with  samples  of farms  in 
Devon  and  the English Midlands  during the  1960s,  found  that the 
annual  turnover  of farms  of all tenures  together in both areas 
was  close  to  5  per cent,  being  somewhat  higher among  small  farms 
and  declining with increasing area,  {see Figure III.A.3).  There 
were,  in addition,  a  substantial number  of partial changes  of 
occupier,  that is the formation  or break-up  of partnerships  and 
companies  where  at least  one  of the  occupiers  was  present before 
and after the  change.  In Nottinghamshire  and Leicestershire 
together  such partial changes  were  only a  little less frequent 
than complete  ones.  Although little is known  about  the number 
of holdings  or area of rented  land falling vacant  annually,  a 
somewhat  finer estimate  can be  made  of the holdings  which are 
newly let each year.  Data  from  the MAFF  and  DAFS  Rent  Enquiries 
lead to  the  conclusion that new  tenancies  form  only  a  small 
proportion of the  tota~ number  of rented holdings;  over the 
1970s  the annual  figure has  averaged  just over  2  per  cent  for 
England  and Wales  and  less  than  1  per cent  for Scotland. 
Although the percentage  of new lettings has  fluctuated  from 
year to year in England  and  Wales,  the trend  seems  to be  a 
downward  one  from  the  3  per cent  of the early 1960s.  In Scotland 
the  small numbers  make  any trend difficult to detect,  but  the 
157 Table III.A.2 
a.  Percenta~e of total agricultural land by tenure of 
holding  England  and Wales  1970-7 
Tenure  of 
Holding  1970  1971  1972  1973  1974  1975  1976  1977 
lvholly  owned  34.6  34.8  35·7  34.6  J4.9  32.0  32.9  33.7 
Wholly rent'ed  32.6  32.1  30.2  31.2  31.2  27.2  27.0  26.6 
Nixed  32.8  33.1  34.1  34.2  33.9  40.8  40.1  39·7 
100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 
b.  Percentaiie  of total agricultural land in each tenure 
Owned  n.a  53·5  54.3  53.8  54.0  53.7  54.8  55-7 
Rented  n.a  46.5  45.7  46.2·  46.0  46.3  45.2  44.3 
100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 
Source:  Afiri.cultural Statistics  (various years) 
figure has  been generally below  1  per cent  since at least the 
mid-1960s.  The  introduction of legislation to permit.succession 
to tenancies by near relatives in England  and  Wales  {Agriculture 
(Miscellaneous Provision)  Act  1976)  is too  recent for its impact 
on reletting to be  assessed,  although it is interesting to note 
that the restoration of succession provisions  in Scotland in 
1968 after a  ten-year break did not noticeably affect the trend 
there. 
A  reletting percentage  lower than the vacating percentage 
does  not necessarily imply  a  conflict of evidence,  as  many 
holdings are withdrawn  from  the tenanted sector by their owners. 
Evidence  given to the Northfield Committee  (1979)  by the Central 
Association of Agricultural Valuers  (CAAV)  suggests that,  for 
the year  1977-78,  while  24.5 per cent  of land which fell vacant 
was  relet, 75.5 per cent  was  withdrawn  from  tenancy and  either 
taken in hand  by the landlord,  farmed  in partnership or sold. 
In absolute  terms  Northfield concluded that the numbers  of 
holdings  which are annually relet to tenants must  be  imprecise 
but  that  'at least  1,000 holdings  continue to be relet each 
year  on full agricultural tenancies  in Great Britain'. Within 
this total the  only firm  figure is for Local Authority Small-
holdings,  of which there are  some  150 lettings to new  entrants 
each year,  excluding tenancies  granted to existing smal-lholders 
moving  from  one  farm  to another.  As  recently as  1970-1  such 
new lettings were  in excess  of 200. 
According to the  CAAV  evidence,  established farmers  played 
a  dominant  role in the market  for new tenancies.  This is simi-
lar to what  was  encountered in the market  for  owner-occupied 
land  (see Section II.A);  occupiers  expanding their farms  or 
moving  to  a  new  one  accounted for 47  per cent  of new  lettings 
while  new  entrants to  farming  took up  the remaining  36  per 
cent.  Grossed up  to  a  national level for England  and \vales,  it 
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 appears  that at present  some  500  of the  1350  lettings are made 
to  ne'\v  entrants to  farming  each year,  to which must  be  added  the 
150  or  so  ne'\v  lettings made  on  statutory smallholdings.  A 
slightly greater number  would result if Scotland were  included. 
Nobility of tenant  farmers 
Among  the  reasons  for  complete  farms  becoming available for 
re-letting between  1959-69,  Hine  & Houston  found  that  complete 
or partial retirement  of the  occupier was  to  be  dominant  (see 
Table II  .• A..4) ,and  that it lvas  higher  among  tenants  than  O'\mer-
occupiers.  In both areas  changing farm  was  of much  less  impor-
tance for  tenants  than for  owner-occupiers,  from  lvhich Hine  and 
Houston  suggested that,  as  a  group,  tenants  were  possibly less 
geographically mobile  betlveen  farms.  However,  the  smallness  of 
the  sample  must  be  borne  in mind before applying these findings 
widely;  again the  caveat  must  be  added  that  farms  which were 
not  re-occupied or amalgamated  in their entirety,  for  example, 
by division between  several  occupiers  or,put  to non-agricultural 
use,  were  not  covered. 
In Scotland in 1972-3,  only about  6  per cent  of outgoing 
farmers  (of all tenures)  moved  into non-agricultural  employment, 
a  figure  related to  occupational mobility,  while  a  further  12 
per  cent  of outgoers  remained  in agriculture either by moving 
farm  or by becoming hired workers,  a  reflection of geographical 
mobility combined,  in the latter instance,  with a  move  away 
from  entrepreneurship  (Rettie,1978).  These  figures  are  of a 
similar order to  those  of Hine  & Houston  and underline  the  low 
occupational mobility of farmers,  especially when it is recalled 
that they are percentages  which relate to  the mere  5  per cent  or 
so  o:f  holdings  lvhich  change  hands  each year. 
In terms  o:f  the  in:flow of occupiers,  Hine  &  Houston  (1973) 
found  that in Nottinghamshire  in the  1960s  new  entrant  tenants 
lvere  closely confined to  the very small  :farms  unless  they took 
over  from  a  relative.  Apart  :from this, very little is knolm 
about  new  entrant  tenants  specifically.  Rettie :found  that  about 
one  in four  of Scotland's new  farm  occupiers  (o:f all tenures) 
had not  been previously engaged  in agriculture.  Harrison  (1975) 
showed  that,  for England  in 1969  only  16  per cent  of :farmers 
had  social origins outside  farming but  Hine  &  Houston  (1973) 
found  that  over the  1960s  in Nottinghamshire  and  Devonshire 
about  one  third of all new  :farm  occupiers  came  :from  outside 
agriculture.  The  Northfield Committee  estimates that,  currently, 
successors  who  can reasonably be  expected to  take  over tenancies 
under present  legislation are available  on  about half the  rented 
:farms  although the  1978  ~~F Rent  Enquiry  :found  that only  17  per 
cent  o:f  the  505  new lettings were  granted to previous  tenants' 
successors under  the  1976  Act.  Entry to  farming  by tenants 
from  outside the industry  seems  severely constrained by the 
apparent  increasing scarcity o:f  tenancies  o:f  smaller farms; 
the attitude of County Councils  toward~ the retention  o:f  the 
smallholdings  they  own  and  the size structure  o:f  the  :farms  on 
their estates is  o:f  obvious  importance here.  In terms  o:f  land 
mobility between :farmers,  the policies  o:f  :farm  amalgamations  by 
landlords  and  the letting o:f  land to  :form  mixed-tenure holdings 
are  o:f  importance  to  structural adjustment  but  remain largely 
160 Table III.A.4 
Reasons  for  farms  becoming available for re-
letting:Devon and Nottinghamshire  1959-1969 
Reason 
Death of occupier 
Retirement  of occupier 
{age/ill-health) 
Part-retirement of occupier 
Occupier  changing farms 
Occupier  taking non-farm  job 
Other 
Number  of observations 
Source:  Hine & Houston,  1973 
Devon 
16 
39 
6 
10 
6 
23 
100.0 
31 
Notts 
21 
45 
10 
8 
4 
12 
100.0 
51 
unquantified.  In marked  contrast is the rapid growth.of  a  few 
large farming  companies,  in part using tenancy as  a  means  of 
acquiring occupation,  but  they are not  typical tenants  and 
probably  do  not  have  typical landlords. 
III.A.(b).  Capital  eguipment  employed  on  tenanted  farms  and 
their current rates of investment 
In the  section on  the  capital  equipment  used by  owner-
occupiers it was  pointed  out  that in recent years  tenants have 
apparently been  the heavier investors  in machinery,  whereas 
owner-occupiers  have  spent  more  heavily on buildings  and  works. 
This is reflected in higher machinery valuations  on  tenanted 
farms,  although the highest  levels are  found  on mixed-tenure 
farms.  In contrast,  except  on  farms  of over  202  ha,  stocks  of 
buildings are  lower  on  tenanted than  on  owner-occupied  farms; 
moreover,  this difference is particularly marked  for buildings 
erected since  1957  and  on  farms  below  121  ha.  Compared with 
larger tenanted farms,  those  of  8  - 60  ha  in  1973  possessed 
somewhat  larger stocks  of recent buildings per ha  than those 
above  121  ha,  although the  61-121  ha group  was  less well 
equipped.  Although  smaller tenanted  farms  have  both  fewer  and 
older buildings  than do  owner-occupied,  it is by no  means 
certain that this seriously constrains their farming. 
Investment  in buildings  and  works  on  tenanted  farms  embraces 
both the activities of landlords  and  of tenants,  although  one 
must  again be  aware  of de  jure tenancies being disguised owner-
occupations.  Harrison  (1975)  found  that,  in England  between 
1966  and  1970,  owner-occupiers  met  about  one half of the costs 
of buildings  and works,  the Government  a  quarter in the  form  of 
grant aid,  while  landlords  and  tenants  shared the  remaining 
161 quarter in roughly  equal proportions.  The  ratio of two  to  one 
for  owner-occupier  to  landlord-plus-tenant  expenditure  implies, 
of course,  a  higher rate of investment  per ha  on  owner-occupied 
farms  as  the numbers  of owned  to rented hectares were  appro~i­
mately equal.  In Scotland  the picture is much  the  same.  A 
survey in  1964  (Bonthron,1969)  found  that  owner-occupied  farms 
accounted for  64  per cent  of total expenditure  on buildings  and 
other fixed  equipment,  and  tenanted  farms  accounted  for most  of 
the  remainder.  (Government  assistance was  not  considered 
separately).  At  that  time,  owner-occupied holdin9s  were  47  per 
cent  and  tenanted  farms  42  per cent  of the total  tthe remainder 
being of mixed  tenure),  so real differences in the rates of 
investment  are  implied. 
Investment  by  owner-occupiers  in buildings  continues  to  be 
higher  than by  landlords  and  tenants;  in 1976-7  the average 
gross  investment  per owner-occupied  farm  of between  275  and  4199 
smds  in England  and  Wales  was  £1,005,  while  the corresponding 
figure  for  tenanted farms  was  £638  (~~FF,1978c).  In neither 
tenure  did investment  in buildings  involve  a  majority of farms; 
only  a  third of all owner-occupied  farms  added  to their build-
ings while  only just over  a  quarter  {26.1  per cent)  of tenanted 
£arms  did  so. 
It should be  borne  in mind  that,  although  some  tenants 
have  in practice provided part of the  fixed  capital frequently 
regarded  as  the responsibility of landlords,  a  practice which 
reflects the  security o£  tenure  they enjoy and  the inability of 
some  landowners  to  finance  such  investment,  in general  they have 
a  more  restricted range  of on-farm  investment  opportunities  open 
to  them  than  tlo  owner-occupiers.  This  is likely to  be reflected 
in higher machinery  stocks  and  shorter-term fixed  capital pro-
vision and  that appears  to  be  the  case  on  smaller farms  at  any 
rate.  Harrison  (1975)  points  out  that,  where  tenants had  invest-
ed  in and  maintained  landlord-type assets,many had  secured tacit 
agreements  with their landlords that their rents would  remain at 
a  low level.  A  further point  to  emerge  from Harrison's  survey 
in England  was  that  landlords  and  tenants  tended  to invest  in 
different  categories of equipment.  Landlords  preferred to 
invest in longer-lasting and  more  general  purpose  items  which 
were  not  specific to individual tenants  or particular farming 
systems;  tenants  had  different  time  costs  and  planning horizons 
and  so  selected the  shorter-term and  more  specific  items  for 
investment.  It will be  interesting to  see  i£ the  recent  legis-
lation granting security to  the  successors  o£  tenants in England 
and lfales alters this pattern. 
Borrowing by  tenants 
Although  they  do  not  employ  so  much  capital in total as  do 
owner-occupiers  - who  have  to provide  the  land  they  occupy  -
tenants  finance  a  much  higher proportion of their total assets 
by borrowing.  In  1969 it was  found  that  in England liabilities 
formed  on  average  16.9 per cent  of assets  on  tenanted  farms  as 
opposed  to  10.2 per cent  on wholly  owned  farms  and  10.0 per 
cent  on  mixed  tenure  farms  (Harrison,  1975).  This  order of 
difference  was  found  in most  sizes of farm  but  was  more  extreme 
among  farms  of 405  ha  and  over  where  the percentage liabilities 
162 Table III.A.5 
account in 
ear.  :farm  in  horticulture) 
:farms  England 
Tenanted  Owner- Mixed  All tenures  occupied 
No.  274  262  263  797 
Average  smd  903  802  1049  921 
Average  ha  86  71  91  83 
Average  NFI*  8968  6955  9226  8357 
Assets 
Fixed  21298  93037  86436  70426 
Current  17079  14252  18940  16770 
Total  38377  107289  105376  87196 
Liabilities 
Long & medium 
cfo  %  %  %  term 
AMC  5  2656  26  2597  21  1888  19 
Building Soc.  182  2  26  74  1 
Bank Loans  251  4  590  6  970  8  634  6 
Relatives  511  9  1203  12  972  8  923  9 
Other  125  2  498  5  729  6  478  5 
(Total)  (891)(15)  (5130)(50)  (5292)(43)(3997)  (41) 
Short-term 
Hire  purchase  176  3  80  1  137  1  128  1 
Creditors  2509  43  1958  19  2690  22  2382  24 
Bank  overdraft  2292  39  2947  29  4266  34  3248  33 
Other short- 1 1  74  1  31  40  term 
(Total  short-
(4989)(85)  (5059)(50)  (7124)(57)(5798)  (59)  term) 
Total liabilities 5880  100  10189  100  12416  100  9795  100 
Liabilities as 
% assets  15.3%  9-5%  11.8%  11.2% 
Liabilities as 
%  o:f  NFI  65%  146%  135%  117% 
*  Excluding appreciation in value  o:f  breeding livestock. 
Notes 
1  Assets  (:fixed)  include  land and buildings  owned, 
machinery  and  equipment  and breeding livestock. 
Assets  (current)  include trading livestock,  crops, 
consumable  stores,  debtors  and  cash at hand  and  in 
bank. 
2 
Source: 
This  table di:f:fers  :from  the Harrison study  (Harrison, 
1975)  in its inclusion  o:f  creditors,  equivalent  to 
the  short-term credit  involved in the normal  practice 
o:f  trade. 
MAFF,  1978c. 
163 of'  tenants  and  of'  owner-occupiers  w.ere  30.2  and  5.7 respectively, 
Because  tenants  do  not  need  to  finance  land purchase,  their 
borrowing patterns are  even  more  simple  than  those  of'  owner-
occupiers.  Harrison  found  that  91  per cent  of'  borrowing by 
tenants was  supplied by  banks,  with private credit providing 
another  6  per cent.  A  similar set  of'  figures  can  be  gleaned 
from  the liabilities and  assets  survey which  currently forms 
part  of'  the  FNS,  The  latest data  (for the  end  of'  the  1976-7 
accounting year}  again  show  the higher liabilities-to-assets 
position of'  tenanted  farms,  (15.3  per  cent}  as  opposed  to wholly 
owned  ones  (9 • .5  per cent)(Table III.A.S).  The  difference 
between  the total borrowings  per  farm  of'  these  two  1pure 1 
tenure  groups  is almost  entirely accounted for by additional 
long and  medium-term  loans,  mostly associated with  land purchase. 
The  short-term borrowing figures  are not directly comparable 
with the  earlier Harrison findings  because  the  Flw1S  includes 
trade creditors,  However,  the  two  sources  agree that,  bank 
credit is relatively more  important  to  tenants  although in 
absolute  terms it is less  than that  granted  to  owner-occupiers 
and  that,  private  (largely family}  credit is both relatively 
and  absolutely greater  among  owner-occupier  farmers. 
In  197.5  liabilities on  rented  farms  were  a  little less  than 
NFI  and  varied very little between different  sized  farms,  {see 
Table  IIIA.6).  However,  the higher liabilities of'  owner-
occupiers !n relation to  NFI  are not directly comparable with 
the  figure  for  tenants because  of'  an  element  of'  double  counting; 
about  half' the liabilities of'  owner-occupiers  are  long-term, 
probably linked to  land  purchase,  and  NFI  has  already made 
allowance  for ,an  imputed rent  charge  equal  to  about  JO  per  cent 
of'  NFI.  Taking either only  short-term borrowings  into account, 
or,  adding back  the  imputed rental value  on  owner-occupied  farms, 
greatly reduces  any  inter-tenure difference  in the ratio between 
liabilities and  income. 
Table III  .• A.6 
Total liabilities as  a  percentage of NFI  by  size 
of farm,  England  and  Wales,  1975 
Tenanted  farms 
Owner-occupied  farms 
Source;  CAS,  1978. 
Farm  size 
27.5- 600-
599  1199 
% 
101 .s 
191 .5 
smds 
1200- 275-
4199  4199 
% 
93.4 
119.8 
A  further question about  borrowing concerns  the  sources  of' 
finance  for  recent  investments. Table III  •. A.7  shows  that,  both 
on  rented and  on  owned  farms,  most  of'  the  finance  for new  invest-
ment  is generated within the  farm  business  (investments  by 
164 landlords  are not  included in this table taken  from  the liabili-
ties and assets part  of the FMS.)  However,  it is clear that,  in 
the  two  years  illustrated tenants  depended  more  than  owner-
occupiers  on  an  increase in loans  to  finance  new  investment, 
although mixed  tenure  farms  were  even  more  dependent  on addition-
al borrowing,  generating less than three-quarters  of the 
necessary finance within the business. 
Table III.Ae7 
No.  of farms 
Average  size:  smd 
Average  size:  ha 
New  investments £/farm 
per ha 
per  •ooo 
Percentage distribution: 
Sources  of funds 
Sales  of land  and 
fixed assets  1 
Depreciation 
provisions 
Farm  earnings  retained 
in the business 
Capital funds 
introduced2 
Grants 
Increase  in loans 
Disposition of funds 
Land  and  buildings 
Machinery & equipment 
Breeding livestock 
Additions  to  current 
assets 
Notes: 
Tenanted 
274 
903 
86 
7333 
83 
smd  81 
(14.5)  15.2 
(23.3)  19.1 
(20.7)  33-7 
(22.J~  16.2 
(3.3  2.2 
(15.9)  13.6 
100.0 
10.8 
56.4 
2.5 
JO.J 
100.0 
Owner-occupied 
(12.6) 
(18.1) 
(36.1) 
(22.9~ 
(5.3 
(5.0) 
262 
802 
71 
7103 
100 
89 
12.5 
18.0 
31.4 
26.0 
5.0 
7.1 
100.0 
39.6 
40.6 
o.4 
20.2 
100.0 
Mixed 
263 
1049 
91 
10836 
119 
103 
13.6 
15.5 
23.2 
20.8 
3.7 
23.2 
100.0 
33·5 
4J.9 
0.1 
22.5 
100.0 
1  Fixed assets  include machinery,  equipment  and 
breeding livestock. 
2  Capital funds  introduced include gifts,  injection 
of non-farm  earnings  and  reinvestment  of profits 
from  previous years. 
Source:  MAFF,  1978c. 
165 III.A.(c)  Farm  incomes  of tenants 
As  has  already been recounted,  the published official 
estimates  of incomes  of farmers  treat all farms  as  (wholly), 
tenanted,  imputing  a  rental value for  owner-occupied  land  •.  The 
resulting figure  does  not  correspond in any precise way  with 
the  income  as  calculated for purposes  of Income  (or Corporation) 
Tax  assessment  because  of differing accounting conventions,  in-
cluding the  imputing of rental values,  differing treatments  of 
depreciation and  of interest  on borrowings.  However,  the 
methodology of official farm  income  estimates  is less  inappro-
priate when  applied to tenanted farms  than when applied to  owner-
occupied  ones.  Problems still remain in endeavouring to inter-
pret published estimates  so  as  to  shed light  on  the actual 
performance  of groups  of farms  because,  in order to  estimate 
averages  in many  forms  of the analysis  of incomes,  all tenure 
groups  are taken together  even  though there are likely to be 
important  differences  in the business reactions of small-scale 
tenants  and  small-scale owners. 
The  principal concept  of income  at the  farm  level used in 
official statistics is NFI  and  represents  an  amalgam  of a 
return to the  farmer  and his wife  for their own  labour and 
management  and  a  return on  tenant-type  or working capital (i.e. 
the value  of livestock,  crops  and machinery but not  land and 
buildings which are treated as  landlord-type assets  and for 
which  a  rent is charged  or  imputed).  From  NFI  a  notional 
interest  on working capital can be  deducted  to give  a  Labour 
Income  per farm  figure,  being the  reward to  the farmer's  labour 
and management;  this is the main  income  concept  used  by the 
European Economic  Community.  Alternatively,  deducting from  NFI 
an  imputed  labour charge for the farmer  and his wife's physical 
labour input results in a  residual which is the return to 
management  and working capital,  termed Management  and  Investment 
Income.  NFI  is calculated before the deduction of interest  on 
loans  and  excludes  interest  on  any financial assets  owned  out-
side  the  farm  business  and  incomes  from  other occupations. 
Unpaid  family labour  (other than that of the farmer  and wife) 
is charged for at appropriate paid-labour rates.  It follows 
that  the  NFI  figure,  although  a  useful  indicator of year-to-
year changes  in income  on rented farms  and  a  basis of comparison 
between rented  farms  of different  sizes and  types  {a role which 
Hearn  (1977)  argues  is inappropriate when  applied in the  owned 
and  mixed-tenure  sectors},  it does  not necessarily correspond 
with the actual  income  of farm  families.  Some  idea of the rela-
tive importance  of these non-farm  sources  of  income  can be 
gleaned  from Harrison's  study of English farming  (Harrison,1975) 
in which he  found  that in  1969  just over  25  per  cent  of farm 
business principals  {all farm  tenures  together}  had another 
source  of earned  income,  and  in eight  out  of ten cases this 
other  income  was  at least equal to  - and  most  likely more  than 
farming  income.  Figures  for non-farming wealth and non-earned 
income  are harder to ascertain,  but  in England  11  per cent  of 
farmers  owned  non-farming assets  equal to at least 50  per cent 
of their farming capital  {Harrison,  1975).  While it is suspec-
ted that  the pattern of non-farm  income  and assets is not 
uniform  among  tenants  and  owner-occupiers  and varies both with 
location and  size of farm,  it would  be misleading to leave  the 
166 impression that  NFI  is a  totally comprehensive  guide  to the 
disposable  income  of tenants. 
Two  further complications must  be  considered.  First,  the 
rates of inflation experienced in the  UK  during the  1970s  have 
caused serious  problems  concerning machinery  and  equipment 
depreciation allowances  and  the appreciation of breeding live-
stock.  In the  1978  edition of Farm  Incomes  in England  and Wales, 
covering the farming year  1976-7,  it is estimated  from  aggregate 
data that depreciation at replacement  cost would  be  three times 
higher than current provisions which are based  on  original costs. 
In the  1977  forecast  estimate of UK  aggregate  NFI  of £1,796M 
(MAFF,  1978c),  machinery depreciation was  entered at  a  cost  of 
£503M;  it is clear,  therefore,  that  a  trebling of this figure 
would  have  serious  consequences  for  the  estimated residual 
income.  The  appreciation of stocks  of  some  types  of tenant's 
capital,  primarily breeding livestock,  creates  a  problem  in the 
dairying and  livestock rearing sections akin to that  encountered 
with land in the  owner-occupied sector in that, while net worth 
is increased,  this  cannot  be  enjoyed as  income  in the  short-run 
without  disposing of part of the business.  In consequence it 
hasbecomepractice to publish two  estimates  of NFI,  including 
and  excluding the appreciation of breeding livestock.  Exclud-
ing such appreciation reduced  the aggregate  income  in  1977 
(forecast)  by  25  per cent,  but  corresponding reductions  in other 
years  would  generally have  been more  than that. 
Second,  the principal criterion of farm  size used  in 
official statistics is the  estimated labour requirement  express-
ed  in smd.  Although,  like area,  estimated labour requirement 
is only  a  partial measure  of farm  size and  makes  tacit assump-
tions  about  the quantities of the  other associated factors, 
since its introduction in the  early  1960s it has  proved helpful 
in practice and  superior to area as  a  proxy for business  size 
when  dealing with enterprises,  such as  pig and  poultry farms, 
which use relatively little land.  The  coefficients by which 
the numbers  of livestock and  areas  of crops  found  on  farms  are 
multiplied to achieve  a  whole-farm  estimated labour requirement 
are derived averages.  The  coefficients  in use  in  1976-7 had not 
been revised since  1968  so  that  estimated  smds  then did not 
necessarily correspond precisely with the actual labour require-
ments  or usages  on  individual  farms  or particular groups. 
However,  they have  since been revised. 
When  looking at  farm  incomes  as  part  of a  study of land-
ownership  and  occupation it is desirable to have  an analysis 
of farm  performance  and  income  based  on  areas  of land.  Unfor-
tunately,  official statistics do not  provide this  in  det~il and, 
although within farming  types  there  may  be  reasonably close 
associations  of land areas with estimated labour requirements, 
problems  are encountered when  comparisons  are attempted between 
businesses  where  intensities of land use differ.  In Farm 
Incomes  in England  and Wales  (MAFF)  estimated  average~m 
incomes  are presented by farm  types  and  sizes,  including a 
wealth of detailed analysis  of the  composition of farm  revenues 
and  costs;  regrettably for present purposes  the  only criterion 
of size  employed is the  estimated standard labour requirement. 
However,  the publication also provides  one  table containing a 
167 much  less detailed outline of  income  but based  on holding size 
in ha,  reproduced  in Table III  .• A.8.  These  estimates  embrace all 
farms  in the  sample,  whether  tenanted or  owned,  but  treat  owned 
farms  as  tenanted by  imputing  a  rental value  for their land  and 
buildings. 
The  principal conclusions  concerning  income  to be  drawn 
from  this table are  that  (i)  both NFI  and  Labour  Income  per 
farm  increase with farm  size measured  in land area for all 
types  of farming;  (ii)  incomes  per ha fall with increasing 
farm  area for most  farming  types,  the  most  notable  exception 
being the  crop  growing farms;  (iii)  the levels of income 
generated by  farms  in comparable  size groups  vary markedly 
between  types  of farming.  Some  of these differences  can be 
explained in terms  of land quality;  for  example,  livestock 
farms,  particularly those relying mostly on  sheep,  tend to use 
low-quality land and this is reflected in the relatively low 
average valuation of tenant's  capital  on  livestock farms. 
However,  part of the difference  comes  from  fluctuations  in 
product prices,  like those which benefited the  growers  of cereals 
and  potatoes  in  1976-7;  low yields  caused  by  the  summer  drought 
of  1976  were  accompanied  by more-than-proportional rises in 
product  prices  so  that revenue  increased.  On  cropping farms, 
which were  the principal beneficiaries,  incomes  rose by  14  per 
cent  over the previous year  compared with  a  general rise for 
all types  of 6  per cent. The official forecast  for  the  follow-
ing year  (1977-8)  (MAFF,  1978)  was  that  incomes  on  cropping 
farms  could be  expected to fall,  whereas dairy farms,  which  in 
1976-7 had  experienced an  income  growth of 6  per cent,  could 
expect  a  substantial rise of perhaps  20  per cent  or more. 
These  figure~ illustrate the  danger  of making  inter-type  income 
comparisons  based  on  single years  and  underline the  point  made 
in the  introduction that  a  principal  problem  of farm  incomes  is 
not  generally their low absolute  levels but  their marked  and 
largely uncontrollable variations  from  year to year. 
This variability in NFI  is reflected in the estimated 
returns  on  tenant's capital,  conventionally estimated as  NFI 
less an  imputed  cost  for  the physical  labour input  of the 
farmer  and his wife  (i.e. Management  and  Investment  Income) 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  (average)  tenant's capital.  No 
specific allowance  is made  for the farmer's  managerial  input, 
although an alternative method  of calculating returns,  including 
an  imputed managerial salary,  has  been put  forward  (Britton, 
1970).  Returns  on  tenant's capital in England  and  Wales  and 
Scotland for  some  recent years  are  shown  in Table III  .• A.9.  There 
are no  figures  for Northern Ireland because  the  comparable data 
source does  not  provide  information  on  the value  of farmers' 
and  wives'  labour  The  principal features  of these figures  are: 
(i)  the great variability of rates  of return,  particularly 
on  small  farms;  for  example  small dairy farms  suffered 
a  severe drop  from a+ 19.7 per cent return  (1972-3)  to 
a  - 9.3 per cent return only  two  years later. The  smaller 
the  farms  the greater fall in income  they tended to suffer. 
(ii)  the rate of return was  generally lower  on  farms  in the 
275-599  smd  size band  than  on  those  over  1,200  smd; 
168 (iii)  returns differed markedly between different  farming 
types. 
The  overall rate of return on  tenant's capital in more 
recent years  (1975-6  and  1976-7)  has  been  around  22  per cent 
and  JJ  per cent  on  the  most  profitable 50  per cent  of farms.  An 
important  feature,  however,  is the variation between  farms  in 
the  same  size and  type groups.  As  Table III.A.10 shows,in South-
east England  there is a  large margin between the average  and 
'premium'  performers  in almost all farming  types  and  sizes.  It 
should be  remembered,  however,  that  the calculation includes  an 
estimate for  the depreciation of machinery based  on  original 
costs  and  a  recalculation of depreciation based  on replacement 
costs would materially reduce  the  generally high levels  of 
return which were  enjoyed during the period  1975-6  - 1976-7.  In 
terms  of efficiency  (as  measured by  the value of output  per £100 
of all inputs)the one  and  two-man  farms  are well  established as 
being less efficient than the larger  (medium-sized)  units  (see 
Section II  .• A) • 
A  note  on mixed-tenure  farms 
In Section I~ describing the tenurial arrangements  of farms 
in the  UK  as  a  whole it was  noted that  the  common  practice of 
assuming  farms  are either owner-occupied or rented flies  in the 
face  of the fact  that mixed-tenure  farms  in England  and Wales 
account  for about  40  per cent  of the  land  and  that mixed-tenure 
is probably the  most  common  tenure  form  for  farms  of over  121  ha. 
After allowing for the  sudden  growth  in their numbers  since 
1974,  as  likely to have been largely the result of adaptation to 
changing taxation legislation,  longer-term rises particularly 
over  the  1960s  and  among  the  larger-sized farms,  suggest  that 
they play a  key role in structural adjustment.  It seems  reason-
able to  suppose  therefore that  they will collectively reveal 
some  of the characteristics associated with business  growth. It 
is appropriate at this point  to draw  together  some  of the obser-
vations  on mixed-tenure  farms  made  elsewhere when discussing 
'pure'  tenure farms. 
Mixed-tenure  implies,  of course,  a  wide  range  of mixes 
which  make  the  group  as  a  whole heterogeneous;  some  writers 
have  attempted to circumvent  this by classifying mixes  close to 
one  tenurial pole with the appropriate  'pure'  tenure,  although 
MAFF 1s  definition of  'mixed'  does  not  allow  such compromises. 
The  convention of classifying mixed-tenure holdings with the 
majority  'pure'  group  (e.g.  forming  a  rented-and-mainly-rented 
category)  seems,  however,  far too  coarse  a  system and  likely to 
conceal  much  of interest pertaining to the mixed-tenure group 
as  a  whole. 
In official statistics mixed-tenure  farms  are larger than 
farms  in either  'pure'  tenure.  Survey  evidence  (Harrison,1975) 
suggests  that,  of those  farms  which  became  mixed  during the 
occupancy of the present  farmer,  the  ones  that  began  as  rented 
farms  and  bought  land  outnumbered  those that began  as  owned  farms 
and  rented land by three to  two.  Farms  which became  of mixed 
tenure had  more  supporting non-farm assets  and  farmers  on mixed-
tenure were  more  geographically mobile  (see Table II.A.4). The 
most  recently published findings  from  the  FMS  (England  and Wales) 
169 Table III  .• A.8  NFI  and Labour  Income  - FMS  England  and 
Wales  12:Z6-z 
Area  o:f  :farm  NFI  Labour  Average 
(total ha)  per  Income  Valuation 
farm  ;eer ha ;eer  farm  ;eer ha  ;g~;c  lla 
Specialist 50  and under  4840  161  6528  210  569 
Dairy  - 100  8967  127  14311  196  488 
- 200  13389  101  23539  173  466 
- 300  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a  n.a 
Over  300  32730  80  65989  153  455 
Mainly  50  and under  6033  174  7571  210  526 
Dairy  - 100  8800  123  13864  190  417 
- 200  14281  105  23658  169  414 
- 300  20666  89  35653  149  419 
Over  300  26320  64  48485  112  363 
Livestock  50  and under  1872  59  2667  83  225 
{mostly  - 100  3445  47  5163  68  218 
sheep)  - 200  4772  33  7885  54  166 
- 300  7842  31  10682  42  98 
Over  300  9642  12  14737  18  33 
Livestock  50  and under  2430  74  3281  96  329 
(cattle &  - 100  5036  71  6910  95  309 
sheep)  - 200  9350  68  13629  97  297 
- 300  12881  55  19922  82  249 
Over  300  17902  36  28376  56  156 
Cropping  50  and  under  2349  66  2·70  80  237 
(mostly  - 100  6950  95  8315  1  1 1  273 
cereals)  - 200  11321  80  15028  104  283 
- 300  20280  89  27515  117  280 
Over  300  38302  87  53766  119  277 
General  50  and under  10258  352  11542  384  516 
cropping  - 100  15533  210  20481  269  469 
- 200  27134  197  35722  253  423 
- 300  36144  156  49451  208  399 
Over  300  63399  163  88000  219  336 
Mixed  50  and under  4863  156  7144  223  433 
- 100  13592  180  18880  242  527 
- 200  16334  116  25023  171  446 
- 300  29387  124  49940  208  463 
Over  300  35966  79  69407  149  398 
Pigs  and  50  and  under  11451  418  15049  519  998 
poultry  - 100  12792  184  19420  273  684 
- 200  25835  191  35161  254  598 
All types  50  and  under  6189  203  8007  258  571 
(excluding - 100  8586  119  12445  168  406 
horticul- - 200  14424  105  21169  149  364 
ture)  - 300  22422  97  33741  141  336 
Over  300  36994  78  56788  118  259 
Horticul- 50  and  under  9778  709  18576  1238  1014 
ture  - 100  13385  198  25092  348  458 
- 200  37175  264  58873  409  430 
Notes: 
~  NFI  excludes breeding livestock appreciation  (BLSA) 
Labour  Income  includes  BLSA  but has  deducted  5  per cent 
(iii) 
interest charge  on tenant's capital. 
Labour  Income  per ha has  been  estimated within each size 
group  by dividing the published average Labour  Income  per 
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farm  by the  average  size in ha.  It is thus  not 
identical to the average  of Labour  Income  per ha 
for  each individual  farm within  each size group. 
Source:  MAFF,  1978c. 
show that mixed-tenure  farms  were  on  average  larger and  their 
incomes  correspondingly higher,  although  income  per ha was  not 
superior to that  of tenanted  farms  (see Table III.A.11).  The 
most  interesting feature,  however,  of the  FMS  mixed-tenure 
farms  was  that  in  1976-7  they  invested more  heavily per ha  and 
per  1000  smd  than either  'pure'  tenure,  and  their short-term 
liabilities especially to the banks  were  much  heavier  (see 
Table III.A.S).  Mixed  farms  were  much  more  dependent  on  an 
increase in loans  to  finance  new  investments  - 23.2  per cent 
of finance  came  from  this  source as  opposed  to  13.6 per cent 
on  tenanted  farms  and  7.1  per cent  on  owner-occupied.  Mixed 
farms  have higher machinery valuations  per ha  (see Table II.A.9) 
and  larger mixed-tenure  farms  (202.4  ha  and  over)  are more 
heavily equipped .with modern  buildings  than either  1pure 1 
tenure.  These  are all characteristics which  seem  compatible 
with  a  relatively dynamic  and  expanding sector of farming. 
Table III.A.11 
Comparison  of selected farm  business  features 
by  tenure,  England  and  Wales,  1976-7 
Rented  Owner-occupied  Mixed 
New  Investments  (£) 
per farm  7333  7103  10836 
per ha  83  100  119 
per  •ooo  smd  81  89  103 
Net  Farm  Income  (excl.BLSA)(£) 
per farm  8968  6955  9226 
per ha  104  98  104 
per  •oo  smd  993  867  880 
Short-term liabilities  (£) 
per farm  4989  5059  7124 
per ha  58  71  78 
per  100  smd  552  631  679 
Average  size  (smd)  903  802  1049 
Average  size  (ha)  86  71  91 
Number  274  262  263 
Source:  Derived  from  MAFF,  1978c. 
171 Table III  .• A.9  a 
Returns  on tenant's caEital  on different  ti;:ees 
and  sizes  of farms  in England  and Wales 1  1972-3  -
1974-s 
Farm  size  - smds 
Farm  type  275- 600- 1200- 1800- 2400-
5~9  119~  1729  2J99  41~9 
1972-3  'JO  70  1o  'JO  70 
Dairy  19.7  23.1  23.8  21.4  17.1 
Livestock  17.7  21 .1  26.6  23.3  23.9 
Cropping  12.4  19-3  20.4  20.0  17.9 
Pigs & poultry  11 .8 
1973-4 
14.1  25.0 
Dairy  5·1  13.6  14.3  15.1  17.3 
Livestock  19.7  16.0  14.2  20.5 
Cropping  30.2  34.2  32.3  33.6  30.6 
Pifs & Poultry  15.7  28.6 
197  -5 
Dairy  -9·3  3.4  6.2  9-3  10.0 
Livestock  -4.7  4.4  12.7  12.9  10.0 
Cropping  19.4  25.4  26.4  27.8  25.7 
Pigs & poultry  -3.8  16.9  17.9 
Source:  CAS,  1978. 
Table III  .. A.9  b 
Returns  on tenant's capital  on  different  farm  types 
and  sizes in Scotland,  1972-;  - 1974-5 
Farm  type 
1972-3 
Hill and upland  farms 
Rearing :farms 
Cropping farms 
Dairy farms 
1973-4 
Hill and upland  farms 
Rearing  farms 
Cropping farms 
Dairy  farms 
1974-5 
Hill and  upland  farms 
Rearing  farms 
Cropping  farms 
Dairy farms 
Source:  CAS,  1978. 
275-
5~9 
24.2 
15.2 
13.5 
14.0 
13.7 
9.4 
17.9 
- 5.3 
0.6 
7.1 
-3.0 
-15.3 
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Farm  size  - smds 
600- 1200 
1199  and  over 
%  % 
24.2  20.4 
19.7  23.3 
12.0  17.0 
21 .6  22.1 
13-5  16.0 
14.8  11 ·5 
16.8  19.1 
8.8  7.3 
3-7  5.6 
13.6  12.6 
16.0  20.6 
-6.5  12.5 (13) 
Table III  .A. 10 
*  Return  on  tenant's capital  on  farms  in South-
East England,  1975-1978 
1975-6  - 1976-7  1976-7 - 1977-8 
All  5o%  most  All  50%  most 
Farm Type  Group  farms  profitable  farms  profitable 
farms  farms 
Mainly Dairying: 
under  60 ha  15  26  12  20 
60  to  120 ha  22  30  18  26 
over  120 ha  19  29  19  28 
Mainly Arable: 
Under  100 ha  23  38  1 1  25 
100  to  200  ha  18  28  1 1  22 
over  200 ha  36  55  19  31 
Dairy and Arable: 
under  200 ha  31  46  21  29 
over  200 ha  26  36  23  30 
Mainly Sheep/Cattle: 
Under  100 ha  12  23  5  18 
over  100 ha  14  23  12  20 
Sheep/Cattle and 
Arable: 
Under  100 ha  22  39  12  24 
over  100 ha  15  24  13  23 
Mainly Pigs/Poultry:  30  38  13  34 
Mixed,  with Pigs/ 
Poultry:  26  44  14  36 
Intensive Arable: 
Fruit  34  58  25  45 
Vegetables  48  67  24  37 
*  (Return  on Tenant's Capital  =  Management  and  Investment  Income 
as  a  percentage of Total Tenant's Capital.  In  calcu~ating 
management  and  investment  income  (i.e. gross  output  less total 
inputs),  the value of unpaid  manual  labour and  an  estimated 
rent  on  owner-occupier land are  included in inputs,  and  land 
ownership  expenses,  interest payments  and  paid management  are 
excluded). 
Sources:  Nix,  1978  & 1979. 
173 III.B.  The  Letting of Farmland  Including the Fixing of Rents 
III.B.(a). Background 
For many  hundreds  of years  owners  of the freehold  interest 
in farmland  have  exercised their right to control the use  of 
that  land.  Some  have  chosen to  farm  the  land  themselves  and 
some  have  granted rights  out  of their freehold  interest to 
others  who  were  then enabled to farm  the  land.  In early times 
this right  was  granted  in return for varying forms  of feudal 
service.  Later,  leaseholds  grew  up  outside  the  feudal  system. 
Land  was  let for  a  money  payment  but  the  farmer  initially had 
no  right in the  land itself,  only personal rights  and  obliga-
tions  with his  landlord.  Eventually the  courts  acknowledged 
that  these  tenants  of leaseholds had  a  legal right  in the  land 
as  well. 
The  rights between  landlord and  tenant  were  governed by 
Equity and  Common  Law until an Act  in  1851  gave  tenants  rights 
of compensation for  improvements,  at first permissive but later 
mandatory.  During  the next  50  or 60  years  tenants  were  given 
increasing protection against arbitrary and  short notices  to 
quit  and  the  concept  of disturbance  compensation was  introduced. 
The  legislation controlling the landlord and  tenant  system 
in agriculture was  formulated  and  enacted as  part  of post-war 
social and  economic  planning and  is contained in the Agricultu-
ral Holdings Act  1948  (The  1948  Act)  and  a  number  of later Acts. 
The  concept  of the  1948  Act  remains  unchanged,  but  there have 
been  some  modifications  to  remove  anomalies  and  to increase the 
tenant's rights  to  compensation.  Until  1976  the essential 
balance  between landlord and  tenant  to  ensure  a  true partnership 
and  to foster essential goodwill  was  maintained.  However,  in 
1976  the Agriculture  (Miscellaneous  Provisions)  Act  (the  1976 
Act)  was  passed which has  legislated further in favour  of the 
tenant  by  giving his  family certain rights  of succession to  a 
tenancy  (succession rules)  and  considerably reduced  the  opportu-
nity for the  landlord himself to  farm  the  land since,  in theory, 
a  family  tenancy could  endure  for  three  generations.  Again,  as 
in  1948,  there is much  criticism and  pressure to redress  the 
balance.  It seems  that,  although  the  1948  Act  was  criticised 
but  accepted,  the  1976  Act  has  resulted in strong demands  to 
review the whole  system,  since virtually no  farms  are being 
let  on  the  open market,  with  the result that  the difficulties 
and  problems  for young would-be  tenants,  have  been much  increased. 
III.B.(b). Forms  of letting 
Leases 
Prior to  1948  many  landlords  of their  own  volition extended 
additional security to  tenants  by  granting tenancies  for  fixed 
terms;  21  years  was  a  common  length.  At  the  end  of that  term 
the  tenant  had  no  security but  was  entitled to  compensation under 
the legislation then in force.  Since  1948  such agreements  have 
become,  at their termination,  tenancies  from year to year and 
therefore subject  to  the  1948 Act,  thereby acquiring long term 
security. 
174 Year to Year Tenancies 
By  ~ar the most  common  a~rangement is  ~or the  tenancy to  be 
~or  'one year certain and  therea~ter ~rom year to year•. Although 
the  term dates  ~or such agreements  can be at any  time,  by  ~ar the 
most  common,  in England  and Wales,  are  around  Lady  Day  (25  March 
to  5  April)  or around  Michaelmas  (29  September  to  11  October), 
dates which,  traditionally,  represent  the start  o~ the spring 
cultivation period and  the  end  o~ the harvest.  Such  tenancies 
are  subject  to  the provisions  o~ the  1948  Act  and  so  the tenant 
enjoys  ~ull security. 
Ora1  and Written Agreements 
The  great majority of tenancies  are regulated by written 
agreements,  the  contents  o~ which are freely settled between 
landlord and  tenant  and  set out  the rights  and  obligations  o~ 
both parties. 
However,  in times  past,many year to year tenancies  were 
oral agreements  (indeed  many still exist)  and  therefore the  1948 
Act  enacted that  such tenancies  should become  subject  to the 
terms  o~ the Act;  additionally there  is provision for either 
party,  where  the  other refuses  to co-operate,  to arrange  ~or an 
arbitrator to settle the  terms  of a  written agreement.  In so 
doing  the arbitrator has  to include certain basic  and  ~ssential 
clauses  such as:  the term date,  the repair liabilitie-s and 
names  of the parties.  It is usual for written agreements  to 
prevent  a  tenant  ~rom assigning his  interest in a  tenancy to 
another,  but  such  a  clause is not  possible in oral agreements 
and  the  1976  Act,  which  introduced  the  succession rules,  also 
provided that an arbitrator settling the  terms  of a  written 
agreement,  must  also  include  a  clause prohibiting any  assignment. 
Limited Term Tenancies 
The  1948  Act  recognised that there were  certain situations 
which  justified the  granting of tenancies  for  more  than  one  year 
without  creating security for  the tenant.  Such  tenancies  can be 
arranged where,  upon  the application to  them,  the  MAFF  have 
given their prior consent.  This  device is  o~ten used  in cases 
where it is wished to have  the  land  proper~y farmed  for  a  limi-
ted period,  ~or instance,  during  a  period before  some  ~orm of 
development  takes place.  In a  similar way it is also possible 
to arrange  short  term tenancies  o£ between  12  months  and  24 
months  provided they are for  a  fixed  term;  under  them  tenants 
do  not  enjoy the security of the  1948  Act.  This  is anomalous 
and arises  only because  o~ the wording  o~ the section. 
Seasonal Grazing Agreements 
In the main  grazing areas,  grass keeping has  for  many  years 
been let annually,  usually for  about  a  six month period,  although 
up  to  364  days  may  be arranged.  Provided  the  land is used  only 
for grazing and  mowing  such lettings are not  subject to the pro-
visions  of the  1948  Act.  Since  the  1976  Act  there has  been an 
increased use  of such agreements  in an attempt  by  landlords  to 
retain possession. 
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In certain parts of the  country it is the practice for  land 
to be  used by  a  neighbouring farmer  for  the  growing of specialist 
crops,  such as  bulbs,  carrots,  or other vegetables.  Such  a~range­
ments  might  technically create  a  tenancy but  custom has  prevailed 
and  no  tenancies  are  claimed. 
III.B.  (c)  The Agricultural Holdings  Act 
Security of Tenure 
The  1948  Act  introduced the  concept  of lifetime security 
of tenure.  The  method it adopted is  a  simple  one:  where  a 
tenant wishes  to  challenge  a  notice to quit,  that notice  (except 
in certain circumstances  mentioned  below)  will not  operate with-
out  consent  from  an Agricultural Land Tribunal  who  hear both 
parties before  making their decision.  It is the  tenant  who  has 
to initiate the process  by  serving a  counter notice within a 
month  of receiving the notice to quit. 
Eight Agricultural Land Tribunals,  organised  on  a  regional 
basis  cover  the whole  of England  and Wales.  Each  one has  a 
Chairman  (who  must  be  a  barrister or solicitor of not  less  than 
seven years  standing)  and  members  from  a  panel  (one with land-
owning interests and  one  with practical farming interests). 
Proceedings  are  formal  and  the parties are normally represented 
by  a  lawyer. 
The  1948  Act  also recognised certain situations where it is 
equitable that preliminary hearings  by  the Agricultural Land 
Tribunal or at Arbitration should resolve  the principles invol-
ved before  the notice to quit has  been served;  in these  cases 
the tenant  cannot  normally  claim  a  further hearing before the 
Agricultural Land Tribunal.  Such prior proceedings settle, for 
the  landlord and tenant,  whether  the Agricultural Land Tribunal 
will give their consent  to the operation of a  notice  to quit 
before the service of that notice.  A  landlord  can  only adopt 
this procedure however if he  wants  to  serve the notice to quit 
on  certain specific grounds:-
(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 
in the interest of good  husbandry;  this means 
comparing the tenant's present  system with the 
landlord's  proposed  system  (it does  not necessarily 
imply that the tenant is farming  badly only that 
the landlord claims  he will farm  better); 
because  the tenant  is not  fulfilling his  obligation 
to  farm  properly;  if the  landlord is able  to prove 
this point  the Agricultural Land Tribunal will issue 
a  certificate of bad husbandry; 
in the interests of sound estate management;  this 
often involves  some  form  of amalgamation  scheme;  or 
on  the grounds  of the landlord's greater hardship 
(not  an  easy point  to  prove  when  the tenant will 
be dispossessed if the  landlord wins). 
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involve questions  of whether  the tenant has  carried out  certain 
operations  or works,  or the degree  to which he  has  done  so  on  a 
certain specified date.  The  most  usual  case is where  the  tenant 
is in breach of his  covenants  in the agreement  and  the landlord 
serves  on him  a  'Notice to Remedy',  which requires  him  to make 
good  those breaches  by  carrying out works. 
The  landlord also has  the power,  although rarely employed, 
to serve  a  notice to quit because  the tenant has  committed  a 
breach of the  tenancy agreement  which is not  only irremediable 
but  also has  caused material damage  to  the landlord's interests 
(for example,  the felling of the landlord's timber).  A  tenant 
who  wishes  to  contest  such  a  notice to quit  must  serve  a  counter 
notice  and  the matter is then settled at arbitration. 
Prior to  1976  there  was  strict application of the rights 
and  obligations under  the  tenancy agreement  or the statutory 
repairs  covenant,  now,  the  tenant  can challenge,  at arbitration, 
whether  the  landlord is being reasonable about  the list of works 
demanded,  the materials  to  be  used,  and  the  time  given to  do  the 
work.  The  1948  Act  and  subsequent  case  law resulted in the  land-
lord,  of a  tenant  who  failed to  comply with  even  one  item within 
the list contained in the notice to  remedy,  being allowed  to 
serve  an  incontestable notice to quit but,  since the  1976  Act, 
the tenant  can  demand  an Agricultural Land Tribunal hearing to 
decide whether  the landlord is being  'fair and  reasonaole'  in 
seeking to  enforce that notice to quit,  even if the work  in the 
notice to  remedy has  not been fully completed. 
Lastly,  a  tenant  who  becomes  insolvent  and is then adjudged 
bankrupt has  no  rights  to  challenge  a  notice to quit  served for 
that reason;  nor has  a  tenant  who,  after formal  notice,  fails 
to pay the rent  due  (although he  can  seek arbitration to settle 
the facts  of the matter). 
Succession to  a  tenancy by  members  of the  family 
Until  1976  the death of a  tenant  gave  the  landlord the 
opportunity of serving an  incontestable notice to quit within 
three months  of the tenant's death.  However,  the  1976  Act 
enabled certain members  of the tenant's  family  (for example, 
widow  or widower,  son or daughter,  brother or sister)  to  claim 
a  new  tenancy;  two  such successions  are possible,  so  that if 
everything goes  in favour  of the  family,  a  tenancy can last for 
three generations. 
Naturally,  there are safeguards  for the landlord.  A 
potential successor has  to  apply for  the privilege and  must  be 
'eligible';  apart  from his relationship to the deceased  tenant 
his principal livelihood must  have  been from  the  farm  itself 
and  he  must  not  occupy  (either as  a  freeholder  or as  a  tenant 
in his  own  right)  another  commercial unit. 
The  1976  Act  adopted the definition of a  'commercial unit' 
which had been applied by  the Agriculture Act  1967  to the Farm 
Amalgamation  Scheme  as  one  which,  under reasonably skilled 
management,  will provide,  in the opinion of the Ministry of 
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such an  assessment  MAFF  adopts  a  standard of an  aggregate  of 
600  days  work  a  year provided that the  system of husbandry is 
suitable for  the district and  the greater part of the  feeding 
stuffs needed for  any livestock kept  on  the unit is grown  on 
that unit.  The  potential successor also has  to prove that he  is 
'suitable'  to  succeed to the  tenancy.  The  criteria for suitabi-
lity include age,  health,  training and  experience,  and financial 
backing.  A  landlord who  wishes  to contest  a  possible succession 
must  serve  a  notice to quit within three months  of the tenant's 
death. 
While  there is nothing to  stop  a  voluntary application of 
the legal rights  (and  indeed it was  a  regular and voluntary 
feature  on  farms  before  1976),  many  are now  contested by land-
lords  and  the matter is decided by  an Agricultural Land Tribunal. 
As  more  than  one  member  of the  family  can apply the Agricultural 
Land Tribunal  may  have  to  choose  the  one  who  is most  suitable. 
It is  complex  new  legislation and  the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors  has  published analyses  of Agricultural Land 
Tribunal decisions.  (R.I.C.S.,1978a). 
Length of notice to quit 
With  only  one  exception,  a  notice to quit must  be at least 
one year's duration,  to  expire  on  the  term date of the tenancy. 
The  exception is when  the written agreement  allows  for  a  short 
notice  (not  less than  two  months)  to  enable  the landlord to 
obtain possession for the purpose  of a  non-agricultural use for 
which he has  obtained the necessary consent  under  the Town  and 
Country Planning Acts. 
Freedom of cropping 
Many  old tenancy agreements  set  out  in detail the cropping 
rotation to be  followed  throughout  the  tenancy;  with the 
advance  in agricultural techniques  and scientific knowledge 
adherence  to  a  strict rotation is no  longer essential to main-
tain soil fertility or to keep  the  farm  clear of weeds. 
An  Act  in  1908  gave  the  tenant  freedom  of cropping except 
during the last year of the tenancy.  The  terms  of the  tenancy 
agreement  usually provide  for  a  reasonable  standard of farming, 
despite the statutory freedom  of cropping but,even if the 
tenancy  agreement  is silent,  statute has  given the landlord 
protection.  Usually,  however,  the tenancy  agreement  sets  out 
and  fixes  the  cropping during the last year of the  tenancy.  In 
effect the tenant has  a  duty to  farm  in accordance with the 
'rules of good husbandry'. 
The matters  covered by  the rules  include:  working the 
arable  land to maintain its condition,  fertility,  and  freedom 
from  weeds;  the  pastur~ to be  properly grazed  or mown;  a  live-
stock farm  to be  fully stocked  and  properly grazed;  crops  to 
be properly harvested and  stored;  maintenance  and  repair work to 
be  carried out.  Inevitably,  breaches  of such rules are often 
difficult to pinpoint. 
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terms  of the agreement  by serving on  the tenant  a  notice to  do 
work  to  remedy breaches  and  the  tenant risks receiving a  notice 
to quit by failing to  comply with such a  notice. 
Tenant's  compensation 
The  1948  Act  consolidated the  existing laws  on  compensation. 
A  tenant  may  claim compensation for:-
(i}  Long-term  improvements  for which landlord's  consent 
is essential - for  example:  the planting of orchards 
or lvorks  of irrigation. 
(ii)  Long-term  improvements  for which  landlord's  consent 
is essential,  but has been witheld and  that of the 
Agricultural Land Tribunal obtained instead - for 
example:  the provision of new,  or the  enlargement 
of existing,  buildings;  the provision of permanent 
fences;  and  land drainage. 
(iii)  Improvements  for which landlord's  consent is not 
required  - for  example:  the  liming of land,  the 
unexhausted value of artificial fertilizers and 
farmyard manure. 
(iv)  Tenant-right matters  - for  example:  growing  crops; 
severed crops which the tenant must  leave  on  any 
farm;  and  the cost of establishing grass  leys  (not 
being a  requirement  of the  terms  of the  tenancy). 
At  the  end  of the  tenancy  there is a  two  month  period in 
which to make  the initial claim and the  1948 Act  provides  a 
strict timetable for settlement.  If the parties cannot agree 
an arbitrator must  be called in;  his appointment  must  be  made 
before  the timetable expires  {not  more  than eight months  from 
the termination of the tenancy). 
Another aspect  of the tenant's  compensation is his 
entitlement to disturbance.  This arises where  the  landlord 
serves  a  notice to quit  and,  as  a  consequence,  possession of 
the whole  or part of the farm is given.  The right to this 
type  of compensation does not arise where  the notice to quit 
arises from  some  act,  or the  omission of some  act,  by the 
tenant,  {such as failure to  comply with a  notice to  remedy, 
certificate of bad husbandry,  death,  bankruptcy or failure  to 
pay rent). 
The  amount  of compensation payable is, basically,  one year's 
rent but  an additional year's rent  can be  claimed where  the 
tenant  can prove that his removal  costs,  or his loss  on  sales of 
fixtures,  livestock and  implements,  exceed  one year's rent.  An 
important addition to disturbance  compensation was  made  by  the 
Agriculture  (Miscellaneous Provisions)  Act  1968;  in order to 
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additional  sum  equal  to  £our  times  the rent where  the use  o£ the 
land,  a£ter the notice to quit,  is to be  changed to  a  non-
agricultural use,  including £orestry. 
Lastly,  a  tenant is entitled to  remove  fixtures  either 
duting or at the  end  o£ the  tenancy provided that he has  ful-
£i'lled all other obligations under his agreement  or under  the 
1948 Act.  However,  before doing  so  he must  give the landlord 
one  month's notice;  unless  the  landlord states his intention 
of·purchasing the fixture  the  tenant has  the right of removal, 
either during the  tenancy or within  two  months  of its termina-
tion.  In so  doing not  only has  he  a  duty to minimise  any 
damage,  but also to  mru~e good  any he  causes.  A  fixture is 
de£ined in the  1948 Act  as  any  engine,  machinery,  fencing or 
building £or which no  other compensation is payable. 
Once  the tenant's  claim has been settled any  sums  due  to 
the  tenant  and not  paid within  14  days  of the  settlement  or 
arbitration award  may  be  recoverable upon  an order made  by the 
County Court. 
Repair liability 
Tenan'Cy  agreements  negotiated between the parties have  a 
wide variety o£ repair covenants.  They  range  from  a  full 
repairing obligation for the tenant,  through the  tenant being 
responsible for  the work with materials  supplied by the land-
lord,  to the 1andlord being responsible for the structures and 
the tenant merely responsible £or the interior.  However,  it is 
rare that the tenant is not  wholly responsible £or  such things 
as  hedges,  £ences,  gates,  and ditches. 
In an attempt  to create  some  uniformity throughout England 
and Wales  regulations were  prepared under the  1948  Act  which 
apply to all tenancies,  whenever  they started,  but  they only 
apply where  the agreement is silent.  Where  the agreement  and 
the regulations di£fer it is always  the agreement  which 
determines  the obligations. 
The  regulations  set out,  in detail,  the liabilities of both 
landlord and tenant.  The  landlord is responsible for:  the main 
walls,  roof and exterior structures;  the  supply  o£ water, 
electricity and drainage;  the  insurance  o£ all buildings 
against fire  (with an obligation to replace or repair the  damage); 
the  external paintwork butt  he  may  recover half the  accumulated 
cost  (on  a  five year cycle)  from  the tenant.  The  tenant is 
wholly responsible for:  the interior of all houses  and build-
ings;  the replacement  or repair of all damage  caused by 
himsel£,  his family  or sta££;  the redecoration of the interior 
of the  £armhouse,  cottages and  buildings  every seven years, 
(with an accumulating liability);  keeping hedges  in order, 
and ditches  scoured and  clean. 
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in  1973  a  new version was  issued which  applies  to all new 
tenancies,  but  those existing in  1973  are not  generally affected. 
Apart  from  changes  of detail and  clarification the  new  regula-
tions  introduced  a  new  and  important  concept;  that  the  tenant 
should not  be  responsible for  items  worn  out  by  'fair wear  and 
tear•,  unless he  had  failed in his duty to carry out  maintenance. 
A  landlord can  ensure  that  the  tenant fulfils his  obliga-
tions  by  invoking the 1notice to remedy'  provisions  already 
noted.  There  is a  parallel provision for  the  tenant  to  ensure 
that  the landlord fulfils his repairing obligations.  If the 
landlord,  upon notice  from  the  tenant,  does  not  carry out  1 1 
repairs  or replacements  the  tenant  can himself do  the  work  and  I I 
immediately recover  the  cost  from his  landlord;  in case  of 
dispute there is provision for arbitration.  It may  be noted  in 
passing that  there is also  a  rarely used right  for  a  tenant  to 
enforce  the  provision of fixed  equipment  by  the  landlord. 
Landlord's  compensation 
A  landlord has  power  to  enter to  do  repairs which are  the 
tenant's obligation but he has  no  power  to enter to  remedy 
breaches  in respect  of the  land. 
At  the  termination of any  tenancy  a  landlord is entitled 
to claim compensation for  either  : 
(i)  Breaches  of the  tenancy agreement,  or, 
(ii)  Breaches  of a  statutory obligation,  and,  in certain 
circumstances, 
(iii)  A  general deterioration of the  farm  • 
The  great majority of claims arise at the  termination of 
the  tenancy but it has  been held  in the Court  of Appeal  that  a 
landlord is entitled to apply in the courts  for  damages  arising 
from  breaches  of agreement  during the  course  of the  tenancy.  A 
landlord wishing to  claim at  the  termination of the  tenancy must 
make his  claim within  two  months  of the  termination  - the  same 
timetable for negotiation and  reference  to arbitration applies 
to his  claims  as it does  to the tenant's claims. 
When  the  landlord  claims  under  the  1948  Act  in respect  of 
a  breach of the rules  of good  husbandry,  the measure  of compen-
sation is the  cost  of making  good  the dilapidation,  deterioration 
or damage.  However,  where  he  claims  under  the terms  of the 
tenancy agreement,  the  amount  of the  claim for  a  breach of 
repairing covenant  is limited to  the resultant loss  in value  of 
the property,  but, it should be noted that,  this principle does 
not  apply to  other items  in the  claim. 
The  assessment  of the  damage  caused by  the breach of 
covenant  (or the statute,  as  the  case  may  be)  is related to  the 
cost  of making  good  that breach.  Where  there have  been breaches 
of repair liability the  cost  may  be readily assessed,  however it 
may  be  more difficult to assess  the  damages  attributable to 
breaches  of the rules  of good husbandry,  which,  as  was  noted 
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able rules.  By  way  of illustration,  arguments  can arise about 
whether  there is a  duty to  eradicate all weeds  from  the  land or 
whether  the duty is to keep  them  to  a  reasonable  and  controllable 
level. 
Where  a  landlord feels  that,  because of the deterioration 
in the condition of the  farm,  the normal  basis of compensation 
will not  cover  the total diminution in value of his  freehold 
then he  may  serve  a  notice,  at least one  month before  the  end 
of the  tenancy,  warning the tenant  that he  intends  to  claim an 
extra amount  for general deterioration.  Such  a  claim cannot 
include  any  sums  due  specifically under  and attributable to the 
agreement  or statute.  It is effectively a  claim for  a  poor 
standard of farming  over  a  long period which has  reduced the 
value  of the  farm,  and it is this reduction of value which is 
the basis of the  claim. 
Arrangements  for  recovery of sums  due  under settled claims 
by County Court  order are similar to that described above. 
Under  Common  Law  a  landlord is able to levy distress for 
outstanding rent;  in non-agricultural  cases  the  contents of a 
house  and premises  may  be  seized to the value of the rent due, 
but,  seizure of a  tenant's tools of trade  or of essential 
clothing are not  permitted.  The  following  special provisions 
for  farms  were  included in the  1948 Act: 
(i)  the  amount  due  for rent must  be  reduced by any 
compensation payable  to the tenant; 
(ii)  no  more  than one year's rent  may  be  recovered  by 
this method  (still further limited where  a  bank-
ruptcy is involved); 
(iii)  it is possible for  livestock not  owned  by  the 
tenant  to  be distrained but  the rights of the 
landlord are limited. 
In the  case of disputes  the matter is settled in the  County 
Court.  This  is,  fortunately,  a  rare occurrence  and  a  full 
statement  of this complicated aspect  of the  law is beyond  the 
scope  of this section. 
The  remainder  of the rent  due,  up  to the six years  allowed 
by the Limitation Act  1939,  may  be recovered by action through 
the Courts. 
Rents  and  review arrangements 
Section 8  of the  1948  Act  declared that,  the basis for 
review of rent paid by sitting tenants  should be  the  'open 
market rent'.  However,  the first years  of its application in 
practice  showed  that  a  refinement  was  needed.  The  statutory 
definition was  therefore  changed  by Section 2  of the Agriculture 
Act  1958  and  since then the basis has  been the  'rent at which, 
having regard to the  terms  of the  tenancy  {other than those 
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let in the  open  market  by  a  willing landlord to  a  willing tenant•. 
The  main discounts  to which  the sitting tenant  is entitled 
from  this level of rent are, 
(i)  for  the value  of any  improvements  he  has  carried out 
at his  own  expense,  either in whole  or in part,  pro-
vided that he  was  not  under  an obligation to  do  them 
under the  terms  of the  tenancy agreement  or following 
the  arrangement  with his landlord whereby he  received 
some  other benefit. 
(ii)  for  that  proportion of the value  of any  improvement 
for which the landlord received capital grant under 
the Government's  Farm  Improvement  Scheme. 
The  rent must  be  fixed  on  the assumption,  whatever the 
facts,  that  the tenant has  fulfilled his obligation under  the 
terms  either of his  agreement  or of statute.  The  landlord can-
not  seek to alter the rent at shorter intervals than three years 
unless he has  carried out  improvements  to  the  farm  or there is 
any alteration in the size of the  farm.  All rent  reviews  are 
based  on  and  take effect  from  the  term date of the  tenancy and 
strict timetables  are  enforced.  The first step is for  the  land-
lord to  serve  a  formal  notice under  the  1948  Act  (a Section 8 
Notice)  demanding arbitration to fix the rent  to be paid.  The 
great majority of rent  reviews  are amicably settled by negotia-
tion but  these negotiations  must  be  finalised before the  term 
date. 
The  timetable for  formal  arbitration is: 
(i)  The  Section 8  notice must  be  served at least  one year 
before the  term date at which the rent is to be 
reviewed. 
(ii)  If a  settlement  is not  reached,  an arbitrator must 
be  properly appointed before the effective term date. 
Time  is vital in this respect,  a  late appointment  of 
the arbitrator will nullify the Section 8  notice and, 
as  a  result,  the review could be  delayed for up  to 
two  years. 
(iii)  If the parties  cannot  agree  upon  an arbitrator either 
party may  apply to  ~~FF who  will select  someone  who 
is  on  their panel  - the  same  time  limit applies  as 
described in (ii)  above.  The  arbitrators are  chosen 
from  a  panel,  independently prepared by the Lord 
Chancellor,  of experienced  and  professionally quali-
fied practitioners. 
(iv)  Once  appointed,  the arbitrator may  make  his  award 
after the  ter~ date but  the reviewed rent will still 
be  effective from  the  term date. 
A  new  aspect  of rent fixing has  been  introduced as  part  of 
the  1976  succession rules.  A  successor tenant will have  to pay 
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mentioned  above.  Either party can ask for  the  appointment  of 
an arbitrator within the period  ending three months  after the 
start of the new  tenancy,  there is however  no  time  limit within 
which the actual appointment  must  be  made. 
Settling disputes 
The  use·of Agricultural Land Tribunals  or arbitration was 
adopted by the  1948  Act  in order  to  provide  an  inexpensive  and 
quick means  of settling disputes  since the use  of the Courts 
can often cause delays  because  of the pressure of their work. 
However it is still possible to take legal points  to  the Courts 
and  in recent years  a  Small  Claims  Procedure  in the County Court 
has  resulted in a  simple,  quick and  cheap  way  of obtaining 
judgement  for non-payment  of claims. 
Where  a  legal point arises during an  arbitration,  either 
party can ask the arbitrator to  1state a  case'  to  the  County 
Court.  There is  a  right  of appeal  from  the  County Court  to  the 
Court  of Appeal  and  thereafter to  the House  of Lords  on  the 
legal point.  The  arbitrator will not  make  his  award until the 
legal point has  been settled.  Once  an  award has  been made  the 
redress  on  a  point  of Law  or because  of misconduct  by  the 
arbitrator lies in the High Court.  Any  legal point arising 
from  proceedings  of the Agricultural Land Tribunal is referred 
to the High Court  upon  the application of either party  •: 
III.B.(d).  Rent  determination arrangements  in Scotland 
In Scotland  rents  can be  reviewed  only  every five years 
(except  by  agreement}  whereas it can be  done  every three years 
in England.  One  feature  of the Scottish system,  and it has 
been  increasingly criticised,  is that while arbitrators are 
appointed  from  a  list of people  suggested by and  made  up  from 
members  of the Scottish Agricultural Arbiters'  Association any-
one  interested may  join.  Indeed its membership  is made  up 
mainly of farmers,  many  of whom  are tenants  and  most  of whom 
have  no  professional qualifications. 
Security of tenure  to  a  tenant's relatives has  existed in 
Scotland much  longer  than in England  and it is argued that  the 
incentive to let is now  so  reduced  that no  new  open  market 
lettings are  made  except  on  a  partnership basis which  avoids 
giving security of tenure.  In addition to  any disincentive to 
purchase,  which would-be  institutional landlords  might  feel  on 
that  score,  it seems  also that  much  of the  land in Scotland is 
not  of the  type  to  interest the institutional buyer  so  that  the 
large institutional landlord is not  replacing the disappearing 
private one. 
Crofting tenure  (Scotland) 
Cro:fting tenure is an  important  feature  of land  tenure  in 
the Highland Counties  of Scotland  (Argyll,  Inverness,  Ross  & 
Cromarty,  Sutherland,  Caithness  and  Orkney & Shetland). It was 
introduced by  a  series of Crofting Acts  between  1886  and  1908 
to assist tenants  of small holdings  in those  counties. Although 
184 crofters had  to  pay  a  rent  to  the  landlord and  had  to abide  by 
the kind of conditions  found  in a  lease,  they were  not  tenants 
in the normal  sense  in that  they and their heirs had  a  perman-
ent  right  to  the agricultural use  of their holdings  and  in 
ordinary circumstances  this right  could not  be  alienated  from 
the  family.  Although  the rent  could be revised by agreement, 
either party had  a  right  to  ask the Land  Court  to fix  a  'fair 
rent'  for  the holding,  revisable every  seven years,  and  this 
still applies.  The  rent  so  fixed  is the rent  for  the  land in 
its unimproved  state and,  when it is remembered  that  the  crofter 
usually carried out all the  improvements  - often starting off 
with bare hill land  - it will be understood  why  the rents are 
usually very  low  and  a  substantial part  of such rents will 
relate to  the  share  in the  common  grazing. 
Under  the Crofters  (Scotland)  Act  of  1955  the Crofters 
Commission,  answerable  to  the Secretary of State for Scotland, 
was  set  up  to: 
(i~  ( .. 
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re-organise,  develop  and  regulate crofting, 
promote  the  interests of crofters,  and 
keep under review matters  relating to crafting. 
Since  then  the Crafting Reform  (Scotland)  Act  has  given the 
crofter an absolute right  to  purchase  the  enclosed croft land 
(but not his rights  in the  common  grazing)  at  a  price  of fifteen 
years  purc~ase of the revised rent  (excluding of course  the rent 
attributable to  the  common  grazing).  He  also has  the right  to 
purchase  the site of the croft house,  including the  garden 
ground.  The  site has  to be valued in its unimproved  state (i.e. 
often as hill,ground)  without  planning consent.  The  current 
value is around  £5  per site. 
The  Act  gave  the  crofter the right  to  a  50  per cent  share 
of any  development  value  in land  resumed  by the  landlord for 
development  purposes. 
III.B.(e)  Land  tenure and legislation in Northern Ireland 
Until  the latter part  of the  19th century practically all 
agricultural land  in Ireland was  owned  by  the proprietors of 
large estates which  were  divided into small  farms  usually held 
by  tenants  on  a  year to year basis with little, if any,  security 
of tenure  and  no  rights  of compensation for  any  improvements 
they might  make.  In Northern Ireland however,  certain rights 
and  obligations  on  the part  of both  landlord and  tenant were 
recognised  (the Ulster Custom).  They  enabled  tenants  to continue 
in undisturbed possession as  long as  they acted properly as 
tenants  and  paid their rents  and  gave  landlords  the right perio-
dically to  impose  just and  fair increases  in rent  and to be 
consulted about  any  proposal  to bring in another  tenant  in place 
of the  existing one. 
A  series of Land  Pu~chase Acts  were  passed between  1870  and 
1925  which until  1921  applied to  the whole  of Ireland,  designed 
to  improve  the  conditions  of small  farmers.  Apart  from  provid-
ing additional protection for  tenants  they  encouraged  them to 
purchase their holdings  by  providing Government  advances  of two-
185 thirds  of the purchase price repayable by  means  of annuities  for 
a  period  o£  35  years,  later extended  to  73 years.  The  limit of 
advances  by the Government  through the Irish Land  Commission  was 
raised to three-quarters  and  later to the full  amount  of the 
purchase price  (subject  to  a  one-fifth guaranteed deposit)  by 
Acts  of  1881  and  1885.  The  Act  of  1903  as  amended  in  1909  in-
troduced  a  system of selling entire estates  instead of individual 
holdings  and  as  an  incentive to  speed up  sales landlords  were 
given  a  bonus  of  12  per cent  on  the purchase price. 
This  remained  the position until the Northern Ireland 
Government  was  established under  the Government  of Ireland 
Act  1920  and  finally the  UK  Parliament  completed  the  process  by 
passing the Northern Ireland Land  Act  of  1925  which  provided 
for  the  compulsory sale of all tenanted  land  other than  those 
estates which were not  substantially agricultural.  The  system 
of land purchase in Northern Ireland established by  the Land 
Purchase Acts  was  abolished by  the Northern Ireland Land 
Purchase  (Winding up}  Act  1935,  the objectives  of the legisla-
tion having been achieved.  As  a  result large agricultural 
estates have  practically disappeared,  nearly all agricultural 
land  in Northern Ireland is now held by the  occupiers  in fee 
simple  and  the  ownership  of land transferred under  these Acts 
is registered. 
Agricultural tenancies 
In addition to  the Land  Purchase Acts  there was  also  a 
series of Acts  from  1870  to  1896  to clarify the position of 
agricultural tenants  and  to  give  them greater security of 
tenure.  One  of these,  the Landlord  and Tenant  (Ireland)  Act 
1870  legalised the usages  of the Ulster Custom  and  provided 
limited rights of compensation for disturbance  and  improvements 
to an  evicted tenant not  covered by  the Custom.  The various 
Acts still provide  for  compensation for disturbance  and  for 
improvements  but at  the  same  time  give protection to  landlords 
by providing that  eviction for non-payment  of rent  or breach of 
certain conditions  shall not  constitute  'disturbance•.  They 
also declare void any contract which prohibits  a  tenant  from 
making necessary  improvements  or which denies  the right to 
claim for  compensation for  such  improvements.  However,  the  law 
relating to agricultural tenancies  is  somewhat  complex  as it 
applies  to present  day  circumstances.  In part this is because 
of the  success  of the Land  Purchase Acts  which have  resulted in 
there being few  contemporary  examples  of case  law  in this field. 
Conacre 
A  form  of land letting which did not  come  within the  terms 
of the various Acts  was  where  the  land was  let for  temporary 
convenience,  in particular where  the use  of the  land  for  a  short 
period,  normally  11  months,  was  involved.  This  form  of annual 
letting of land,  which has  continued to the present day,  is 
called  1conacre 1  and  was  originally a  system by which landless 
labourers  took land for  growing subsistence crops  such as  grain 
and  potatoes  on  a  short-term basis.  It also  enables  the land-
owner  to let land without  any  obligations under  the Ulster 
Custom  o£ Tenant Right.  The  Land  Purchase Acts  precluded the 
186 ordinary letting o{  land but  allowed  conacre lettings.  The 
system  enables  elderly owners,  widows  and  others  who  £or various 
reasons  might  be unable  to  £arm their own  land,  to derive an 
income  £rom it without  relinquishing ownership.  In more  recent 
times  £armers  with limited land of their own  have  increased the 
scope  of their £arming by taking land in conacre.  This  enabtes 
modern  farm  equipment  to be  used  more  economically by allowing 
increases  in the scale of individual enterprises.  At  present 
about  20  per cent  o£  the area of crops  and  grassland is let 
each year in conacre  and  the table below  shows  the uses  to which 
it is put.  Conacre  introduces  some  flexibility into what  would 
otherwise be  a  rigid system of land  tenure  in a  region where 
units  of land  ownership are relatively small  scale in UK  terms. 
It is possible however  that  the short-term usage  of land in this 
way  may  at times  have  discouraged  good  husbandry. 
Table III.B.1 
Crop 
Oats 
Barley 
Potatoes 
Grass  (mowing) 
Grazing 
Other  crops 
Area  of principal crops  grown,  in total and 
on  conacre  land,  Northern Ireland June  1977 
•ooo  ha 
Total  Area  and proportion  area  land  conacre 
6.3  1.9  ~31%~  52.3  14.7  28% 
18.8  9.2  (49%i 
254.7  32.5  ~13% 
500.2  112.6  23% 
8.1  0.9  (11%) 
Total  crops  and  grass  840,4  171.9  (20%) 
Rough  grazing  199.7 
on 
Source:  Whatmough,  Department  of Agriculture,Northern Ireland, 
Private correspondence. 
III.B.  (f)  Legal warning 
Every attempt has  been made  to achieve  legal accuracy in 
this  summary  of complex  and  lengthy legislation which has  been 
the subject  of a  continually widening case  law  £or  30 years. 
Inevitably there have had to be  omissions;  a  full understanding 
of the Law  can  only be  achieved by  a  study of the Acts,  the 
Statutory Instruments,  Law Reports  and  the standard text books. 
In any  event  any  changes  in legislation or case  law settled 
after August  1978 will not  be  covered in this paper. 
The Acts  and Regulations relating to Landlord  and Tenant  Law 
The Acts: 
(a)  Agriculture Act  1947  (Sections  10  and  11) 
Rules  of good husbandry  and  good  estate management. 
187 (b) 
(c) 
(d) 
Agricultural Holdings  Act  1948  (the whQle  Act) 
The basic provisions  between landlord and  tenant. 
Agriculture Act  1958  (Sections  2  and  5) 
New  definition of rent for  reviews;  the setting up 
of Agricultural Land Tribunals. 
Agriculture  (Miscellaneous  Provisions)  Act  1963 
(Section  19) 
Arbitration  on  Notice  to Remedy  requiring work 
to be  done  at  time  of service. 
(e)  Agriculture Act  1967  (Section 40) 
(f) 
(g) 
(h) 
Definition of commercial unit  - important  in the 
Succession Rules. 
Agriculture  (Miscellaneous Provisions)  Act  1968 
(Sections  9-16) 
Increased  compensation for tenant's dispossessed 
for non-agricultural purposes. 
Agriculture  (Miscellaneous  Provisions}  Act  1972 
(Section  15) 
Gave  power  to  the County Court  to set aside  an 
arbitrator's award  where it contains  an  obvious 
error of law. 
Agriculture  (Miscellaneous Provisions)  Act  1976 
(Sections  11-14;  part II) 
Greater protection for tenant  on notice to  remedy 
rules;  succession rules. 
(i)  Agricultural Holdings  (Notices  to Quit}  Act 
(the whole Act} 
A  consolidating Act  but it does  not  include  the 
Succession Rules. 
The Regulations  (A  selection only}: 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
The Agriculture  (Maintenance,  Repair  and Insurance 
o£ Fixed Equipment)  Regulations  1973 
(s.I.  1973  No.1473). 
The Agriculture  (Calculation of Value  £or Compensation) 
Regulations  1978  (s.I.  1978  No.809). 
The Agricultural Land Tribunals  (Succession 
to Agricultural Tenancies}  Order  (s.I.  1976 
No.  2183). 
The Agricultural Land Tribunals  (Rules)  Order  1978 
(s.I.  1978  No.  259). 
188 III.c. Farm Rents 
III.c.(a). Sources of information 
The  only national scale  enquiry into  farm rents is carried 
out  by the Land  Economics  and Valuation Section of the Land· 
Service Division of ADAS,  the Advisory Service of MAFF  and has 
existed since  1959.  Prior to that date,  the  CLA,NFU  and  MAFF  had 
all undertaken  independent  surveys  from  which  the current Rent 
Enquiry stems,  and  they continue actively to support  and  encour-
age  the Ministry's Enquiry.  The Royal Institution of Chartered 
Sur·veyors  (RICS)  has  also given its support,  and it is the 
members  of that Institution that contribute substantial1y by 
completing the detailed enquiry forms. 
The  only other annual  data on  farm  rents is obtained as 
part of the  FMB  whose  farm  financial data are presented as if 
all the  farmers  are debt  free  tenants.  Where  a  tenancy exists, 
the actual rent  paid is recorded;  where  a  holding is owner-
occupied,  the  farmer  is required to provide  an  imputed rental 
value.  This  is simply what  he  considers  a  reasonable rent to 
be  for his  farm  considering the prevailing rental levels in the 
vicinity at the  time. 
Although  some  of the participating University Departments, 
the University of Reading for  example,  publish additional Farm 
Business  Data in separate categories for owner-occupied and 
tenanted holdings,  others,  such as  the University of Cambridge, 
publish only the standardised data combining actual rents with 
imputed rental values.  Thus  the most  reliable national data for 
gross  rents  oC  agricultural land in England  and Wales  for  the 
period  1950  to  1960  (before the Rent  Enquiry)  is itself by no 
means  satisfactory since it includes  imputed rents for  owner-
occupied holdings.  Nonetheless,  it is cited in both Ward  (1959) 
& Peters  (1966)  and  is reproduced here in Table III.C.1. 
Table III.C.1 
Gross  rents in England  and Wales  12:20-1260 
£  per ha  % increase over 
:erevious :lear 
1950  3.62  6 
1951  3-71  2 
1952  3.89  5 
1953  4.06  4 
1954  4.36  7 
1955  4.60  6 
1956  4.82  5 
1957  4.42  -8 
1958  4.60  4 
1959  5.09  1 1 
1960  5.44  7 
Source:  Peters,  1966. 
189 Table III.C.2 
Gross  rents  in England  and Wales  1961-1977 
Proportion All  :farms  in  Farms  with rent 
At  o:f all  sam12le  change during last  In-
mid  tenanted  Average  ;I  ear  crease 
Octo- land incl. rent  Increase  Propn.  Average  % 
ber  in sample  £/ha  %  with  new rent 
~ 
rent  £/ha  change 
1961  26  6.42 
1962  30  6.99  8 
1963  30  7.66  7  17  3·5 
1964  29  8.15  6  20  9.51  24 
1965  27  8.77  7  20  10.75  26 
1966  26  9·39  6  18  11 .74  28 
1967  26  10.26  7  20  12.23  26 
1968  26  10.92  7  23  12.97  25 
1969  29  11.79  7  22  14.21  24 
1970  27  12.73  6  23  15.10  22 
1971  29  14.38  4  24  15.79  17 
1972  26  15.12  6  32  17.22  21 
1973  30  16.06  4  18  19.05  21 
1974  30  18.34  12  45  20.31  26 
1975  29  22.12  21  59  24.56  35 
1976  31  26.52  18  37  30.71  44 
1977  31  32.32  18  37  37.85  49 
Source:  MAFF,  1978d. 
The Ministry statistics :from  1961-77  set out  in Table III.C.2 
show  the gross  rents for all :farms  in the  sample which  covered 
nearly a  third of the rented farmland  throughout  the period. The 
average  o:f  new rents  on  :farms  with a  rent  change  in the last 
year is also  shown.  It is only in the last  two  years  that  the 
proportion of :farms  with  a  rent  change has  been about  a  third 
of the total as  is to be  expected when  rents  can be revised by 
statutory control only every three years.  It was  not, it seems, 
until  1974  that landlords  in general felt the fiscal and  econo-
mic  pressure to increase their rents although they would have 
been entitled to do  so  some  time be:fore. 
The  work  of Denman & Stewart  (1959)provides  the  most  exten-
sive data on rents  and its possible determinants  since the 
National Farm  Survey  o:f  1941-3.  Their survey was  undertaken in 
1957;  the preliminary enquiry covered 2.6 million ha,  about  28 
per cent  of the let land in England  and Wales  at that time, 
while  the detailed survey  covered approximately  12  per  cent  of 
the national total.  The  study related £arm rent  to region, 
:farm  type,  size,  standard of :fixed equipment  and  services, 
ownership personality and  landlord type for the period  1945-57. 
The  only other recent  source  o:f  information on  farm rents 
is the ADAS  (1976)  report  o:f  Ex12enses  of Landownership  :for 
190 1973-4,  {which followed  an earlier survey in  1969)  for which 
information was  obtained  from  landlords,  tenants,  and  owner-
occupiers  on  annual  expenditure  incurred in owning land, 
together with details of rent  paid  (or estimated rental value) 
and  fixed capital expenditure according to  farm  and estate size, 
farming  type  and region,  and  type  of owner.  Although the study 
was  not  primarily concerned with analysing rental variation, it 
does  provide  some  useful  information covering 1t per cent  of 
the wholly tenanted area of England  and Wales. 
The Farmland Market  produces  a  helpful  summary  of the 
Ministry Statistics in a  section entitled Facts  on Rents,  but 
contains no  additional material. 
III.C.(b).  Determinants  of rental variation 
It requires  time-series  and  cross-sectional analysis  to 
see clearly what  determines  the variation in rent  in any  one 
year.  The  effect of the rent revision legislation is more 
fully considered below,  but,  because agricultural rents  may  be 
revised only  every three years,  and  some  landlords have  in 
practice left revision for  longer periods  in the past,  to ana-
lyse rents  in one  year the  circumstances prevailing in each  of 
the previous years  when  current rents were  last revised must  be 
considered. 
Ii!!!2 
Harvey  (1973)  estimated the determinants  of rent for the 
period  1948-9  to  1969-70 in terms  of the average rental figures 
for England  and Wales.  His  conclusions  were  that rent  movements 
were  related directly to the value  of output  of agriculture and 
inversely to the cost  of agricultural  inputs  and  the  supply of 
services  from  land,  measured  in terms  of the area of crops  and 
grass in cultivation in any  one year.  They were  closely related 
to the rent level in the previous year.  These variables were 
able to  explain over  99  per cent  of the variation in the 
observed rent  index  over the period.  Harvey  admits  to the 
obvious  identity and bias of including the lagged  endogenous 
variable of rent  and  also to the problems  of evident multi-
collinearity (close inter-relationship)  of the  exogenous 
variables.  He  concluded that,  the overall level of rents  was 
determined by the costs,  returns  and  scale of farming.  The 
inverse relationship of rent with cost  of inputs  was  the most 
statistically significant and  confirms  the classic theory of 
rent as  a  residue after deduction of costs  of production.  The 
rent revision legislation played  a  distinct part in slowing 
adjustment. 
Harvey had  to make  many  simplifying assumptions.  He  was 
analysing average  figures  and  ignored,  for  example,  variations 
caused  by the  amount  of fixed  capital provided  over  time with 
the land let.  Fortunately the introduction of the Farm  Improve-
ment  Scheme  almost  coincided with the  change  in the rent 
revision legislation in.1958 for which he  included  a  dummy 
variable.  The  landlord's willingness  to  increase investment  in 
farm buildings because  of a  capital grant  and  the  consequent 
right to increased rent which Harvey had  ignored therefore 
191 coincided with  a  step towards  a  more  market  orientated method  of 
statutory rental revision,  an adjustment he  had  taken into 
account. 
To  show  how rental determinants  have  changed,  the differ-
ences  in rent that were  caused by the characteristics Denman  & 
Stewart  (1959)  considered,  are  compared  as  far as  the data 
available allows with the latest MAFF  (1978d)  Enquiry's results 
for  1977•  Denman  & Stewart  found  the average rent  in their  1957 
Survey to be £4.79  per ha slightly above  the  FMS  figure  in 
Table III.C.1. The variation around £4.79 for  1957  is to be 
compared with the variation around  the  1977  average  of £J2.32 
per ha. 
County and Farming Type 
Regional differences  in farm  rents  embrace variations  due 
to differences  of climate,  topography,  quality of soil,  and 
farming  type.  Unfortunately the regional divisions  of counties 
often include variation within their boundaries,  as  great  as 
those  between  some  neighbouring counties.  Nonetheless  they are 
the  smallest defined regions  for which  comparable data are 
available. 
Cheshire had  the highest rents  of any  county in  1957,  at 
£7.88  per ha which  was  164  per cent  of the national average. It 
~ad also been at the  top  of the Table in the  1942  Survey when it 
stood at  190  per cent  of the average rent in that year.  But,  by 
1977  Cambridgeshire had  the highest rental level outside the 
Greater London  area with a  level  148  per cent  of the  1977 
national average,  followed  by Lincolnshire with  142  per cent  of 
the average.  The  essentially arable nature of these  two  counties 
reflects the  changing profitability of arable  compared with live-
stock farming  over the  20 year period.  In  1957  Somerset  came 
after Cheshire with  a  rental level of  138  per cent  of average, 
both being predominantly dairying and livestock counties.  The 
effect of specialised farming  types  in  1957  was  demonstrated by 
market  gardening,  mainly pigs,  and mainly dairying holdings 
having  182  per cent,  137  per cent  and  132  per cent respectively 
of average rents.  No  recent  information is available for direct 
comparison. 
At  the other end  of the  land quality spectrum,  MAFF  now 
publish figures  showing  the proportions of counties that  come 
within Less  Favoured Areas  (LFA).  These are essentially upland 
and  other marginal  farmland  areas  and  accounted for  60  per cent 
of Gwynedd,  the  county with the  lowest  rent  in the  1977 Enquiry, 
where  the  average rent was  a  mere  34  per cent  of the national 
average.  Merioneth,  a  part  of the  new  county of Gwynedd,  had 
the  lowest  rental level in 1957,  only  25  per cent  of the average 
in that year.  Inter-county variations around  the average rent 
have  become  smaller in the.20 year period. 
Farm  size 
Denman  & Stewart  found  that average rent per ha in 1957 
fell consistently as  farm  size increased.  This  remained  true 
even when  an appropriate adjustment  was  made  for the large 
192 Table III.C.3 
Rental variation between  farm  size  ~rouEs 
En~land and Wales  1957 & 1977 
1957  En  land and Wales 
in certain areas 
Farm size  All  farm  Heavy  Light  Mainly 
froup  types  arable  arable  dairying 
Ha)  %  %  %  % 
6  - 20  138  124  126  165 
21  - 40  119  113  113  140 
41  - 60  112  113  108  133 
61  - 121  108  121  110  125 
122  - 202  96  115  108  105 
203  +  62  114  93  85 
1977  Percentage of average rent for  En~land and Wales 
(£J2.J2 Eer ha)  b~ size of farm  in certain areas 
Farm  size  All England  All England  Cambridge- Hereford & 
group  &  Wales  shire  Worcester 
(Ha)  %  % 
Less  than  10  145  153 
10.0  - 19.9  98  106 
20.0  - 29.9  98  105 
30.0  - 39·9  95  102 
4o.o  - 49.9  91  98 
50.0  - 99.9  94  100 
100.0  - 199·9  103  108 
200.0  -
300.0  + 
Sources: 
299·9  109  114 
88  94 
Denman  & Stewart,  1959. 
MAFF,  1978d. 
193 
%  % 
198  119 
133  109 
157  104 
149  98 
145  92 
148  92 
148  105 
145  108 
137  145 area of rough grazing in the larger size groups.  Analysis  of 
variance  confirmed this view;  farm  size was  a  significant 
factor  in determining rent level,  although relatively less 
significant than  farming  type  when  the  two  were  considered 
together.  The  inverse ratio between  farm  size and rent per ha 
did not hold  good  for all farming types.  In particular,  heavy 
and light arable and  mixed  farming  types  had higher rents for 
some  larger size groups  than smaller ones. 
However,  as  the figures  in Table III.C.3 reveal,  no  clear 
inverse relationship was  found  between farm  size and rent in 
1977•  The highest rent was  paid for holdings  below  10 ha where 
the high value  of fixed  capital and  farmhouse  must  have  a  large 
effect per ha.  Thereafter the rents fell and  then rose to  a 
peak in the  200-299  ha  s·ize  group  :for  the national data but, 
this point varied from  county to county,  as  the  examples 
illustrate. 
Estate Size 
The  1957  survey demonstrated  a  clear tendency for  farm 
rents to move  in an opposite direction to estate size,  even 
after allowing for  the large proportion of rough grazings in 
the largest estates.  Denman  & Stewart had  enough  information 
to prove that this inverse relationship was  not  due  to dif:fer-
ent  :farming types  and  could  re:fute  the  supposition that capital 
~xtensive farming  types  predominate  on  large estates •. Only in 
the very largest estates  o:f  over 4000 ha did  the percentage of 
upland  increase markedly. 
The Ministry Enquiry is now  carried out  on  a  holdings 
basis,  the last enquiry  on  an estate basis was  1971.  Table 
III.c.4 shows  the most  recent  comparable data :for  1973-4  from 
the report  on  the  expenses  o:f  landownership  (ADAS,1976). 
An  inverse relationship still holds,  with the rather 
curious  exception  o:f  the smallest estates below  200 ha. 
Table III.C.4 
Average  rent per ha by estate size. England  and Wales 
1973-4 
Estate size  (ha) 
0 
202 
405 
2024 
4047  + 
Source:  ADAS,  1976. 
Ownership Type 
201 
404 
2023 
4046 
Gross  rent  (Average  £  per ha) 
12.70 
18.24 
15.81 
14.75 
11 .19 
Table III.C.5  shows  that landlord type had  a  significant 
in:fluence  on  the level o:f  :farm rents in 1957.  The  high quality 
o:f  charities'  and  local authorities'  landholdings is especially 
marked  when  the :figures  ar·e  adjusted to allow :for  the areas 
of rough grazing they contain. 
194 Table III.c.s 
Rent  by  ownership  type.  England  and Wales  1957 
Percentage of national average rent  1957  (£1.90 per ha) 
Ownership 
Personality 
Charity 
Local Authority 
Company 
Trust 
Real  persons 
Government  Department 
Unadjusted 
123% 
112% 
106% 
102% 
98% 
86% 
Source:  Denman & Stewart,1959. 
Adiusted for rough 
grazing 
125% 
136% 
113% 
109% 
104% 
86% 
Estate size goes  some  way  towards  explaining the high level 
of charity estate rents as  63  per cent of their estates were  in 
the  smallest size group  (under  404 ha).  However,  rents were 
higher  on the charity estates over 2500  ha,  against  the general 
rule. 
The  1973  Survey,  ADAS  (1976),  divided ownership  into only 
the three types  shown  in Table III.C.6.  Most  of the  sample is 
in one  category. 
Table III.C.6 
Rent  by estate txpe.  England  and Wales  1973 
Special Estates 
County Councils 
Other Estates 
Percentage of Average 
of 1943  Survey 
(£1  .85/ha) 
94% 
139% 
100% .. 
Source:  ADAS,1976. 
No.in 
Sample 
8 
1 1 
161 
Average 
Estate Size 
40,216 ha 
4,247 ha 
1,165 ha 
The  Special Estates  comprise  large landholdings  of public 
and  semi-public  landowners  such as  the National Trust  and the 
Church Commissioners.  County  Council rents are high because 
their estates comprise mostly of smallholdings. 
III.C.(c)  Provision of fixed capital 
The  only time  a  landlord can obtain an  increase of rent 
within three years  of  th~ previous revision is when he provides 
additional  fixed capital,  in which case he is entitled by 
statute to  charge interest on  the necessary capital expended. 
This is normally merged  into the full rental figure at the next 
rent revision.  Hence,  a  direct relationship between the provision 
195 of fixed capital and  farm rents is to be  expected.  De~an & 
Stewart  considered the variation in rent in 1957  according to 
what  provision of basic facilities,  like farmhouse,  cottages, 
farm-buildings  and  services,  were  made.  Analysis of variance 
showed  that the provision of buildings  and  electricity combined 
had  a  significant effect on rent per ha.  It was  a  time when 
electrification of holdings  was  far from  complete;  only 62% 
of holdings with farmhouse  and buildings had electricity. 
Tableiii.C.7  shows  how holdings with a  rent  change  and  a  land-
lord's improvement  in the year  1976-7 had  a  consistently higher 
rent than holdings with a  rent  change alone.  But  no  information 
is available on how  much capital expenditure the  improvement 
represented. 
Table III.C.7 
Averaee rents of farms  with a  landlord's  improvement 
and  a  rent  change by area size groups.  England  and 
Wales  1976-7 
~ 
Size Group 
(Ha) 
Less  than  10 
10 .o - 19 ·9 
20.0  29.9 
30.0  - 39.9 
4o.o  - 49.9 
50.0 - 99.9 
100 .o  199.9 
200.0  299.9 
300.0  + 
Farms  with rent 
change  in 1976-7 
Rent  1977(£ per ha) 
63.76 
40.45 
39.89 
39.09 
37.14 
37.48 
41.55 
44.27 
31.28 
Source:  MAFF, 1978. 
Farms  with a  rent  change 
and  a  landlord's  improve-
ment  in 1976-7 
Rent  1977(£ per ha) 
79.93 
46.67 
41.05 
39.51 
40.24 
41.12 
43.16 
41.87 
38.30 
Table III.C.8 is taken from  the ADAS  1976  survey and  shows 
that the proportions of the  1973  level of gross rent  spent  on 
improvements  over  the three years  1971-2-3 varied relatively 
little across  the size groups  except  for the 203  to 404  ha 
size group. 
The  proportion of rent left after deducting costs of 
estate management  and maintenance was  markedly lower for the 
larger size groups  and  suggests that,  although expenditure  on 
buildings was  related to rent,  the  cost of maintaining the 
estate was  not. 
The  relationship between rent  and  fixed capital provision 
has been changing over  time.  There is an increasing tendency 
for  farm buildings to be provided by tenant  farmers  rather than 
landlords.  The  ADAS  (1976)  Survey  found  that,  on average, 
tenants were  spending more  on  improvements net of grant  (£7.04 
per ha)  than landlords  (£5.68 per ha}  for  the three years 
1971-2-3.  But  Forse  (1977)  points out that this hides  a  trans-
ition in landlord behaviour.  Landlords in some parts of the 
196 country seemed  to place less pressure  on  increasing rents. 
These  were  invariably the  same  landlords  who  continued to pro-
vide the tenant with farm  buildings.  Thus,  in Northumberland 
in 1974,  he  found  that  the holdings with the  lowest  rents had 
landlords  who  still provided  the most  fixed capital whereas' 
others,  who  had  been forced  to raise their rents by personal 
circumstances,  were  also less willing and  able to provide fixed 
capital;  often pressure of taxation was  an over-riding consider-
ation.  The  overall result was  that rent was  directly,  and 
perhaps unexpectedly,  related to  the  amount  of fixed  capital 
provided by the tenant.  In Hampshire,  in marked  contrast and 
with fewer  traditional landlords,  rent  was  inversely related 
to the  amount  of fixed capital provided by  the tenant.  The  era 
of low rents  and  large contributions  to  improvements  by the 
landlord has  passed, it would  seem. 
Tenant's liability for repairs 
The  1957  Cambridge  Survey  found  that variation around the 
statutory standard tenant's repair and maintenance  obligations 
did not  in general  influence the  amount  of rent paid.  Adjust-
ments  for farming  type  showed  only  a  slight variation.  Table 
III.C.9 compares  this result w.ith  those of the ADAS  ( 1976) 
expenses  enquiry which  suggest  that the tenant  who  had  a  greater 
than standard liability to carry out  repairs also paid a  higher 
rent. 
Table III·.C .8 
Proportion of rent  spent  on  improvements  and 
other expenses.  England  and Wales  1973-4 
Estate  A)Gross  B)Net  rent  1  2  C)Expend.on  Q% 
~  fum!  .l2..U  buildin~s  .2.!  grouJ  .l2..U  £  per ha  Av.z1Z:Z~ 
(ha  £  per ha  £  per ha  A 
0  - 202  12.70  8.94  2.89  23% 
203  - 404  18.24  12.75  6.00  32% 
405  - 2023  15.81  7.80  3.83  24% 
2024  4047  14.75  8.15  3.56  24% 
4048  +  11 .19  6.08  2.40  21% 
1  after deductions  for statutory charges,  maintenance, 
management  and  insurance. 
2  net  o£ grant. 
Source:  ADAS,1976. 
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13% 
of 
A 
70% 
70% 
49% 
55% 
54% Tabl.e III.C .9 
Rent,  liability £or repairs  and  £arming txpe 
England  and Wales  1957  and 
1973-4 
Tenant's repair 
obl.igation's 
(standard =  SI  Unadjusted 
184  1948)  Rent  £/ha 
1957 
Greater than 
Standard  4.60 
Standard  4.69 
Less  than 
Standard  4.69 
1 
2 
ad.iusted  £or rough grazing 
insufficient data available. 
Adjusted1 
Rent  £/ha 
5.19 
5.29 
5.14 
Sources  I  Denman  & Stewart,1959. 
ADAS,  1976. 
Dairy- Crop-
ing  ping 
1973-4 
8.75  19.97 
15.54  17.42 
2  2 
Types 
E  &  W 
15.37 
14.55 
13.24 
The  figures  should be  treated with caution.  The  whole 
estates  surveyed in 1973-4 have  lower average rents  than those 
samples  o£ hol.dings  considered in more  detail.  There are in-
sufficient observations to  consider the full effect of farming 
type but,  whil.e  the tenant with  a  greater than statutory 
liability for repairs  on  a  dairy holding clearly pays  less 
rent than one with only a  statutory liability that is just the 
reverse of the situation on  the cropping estates surveyed. 
Rental variation-within an estate 
Forse  (1977)  carried out  a  study o£  the causes  of rental 
variation within an estate,  and  found  that  the amount  the 
landlord spent directly on  improving  farm buildings,  together 
with the date the rent was  last revised,  were  the major deter-
minants  of differences in rents in 1976.  Variation in land 
quality,  size of holding and  the  amount  spent  on  farmhouse  and 
cottage  improvements  as well as total repairs per holding were 
not  closely related to differences in rent.  This  is in large 
part due  to the  established estate management  practice of keep-
ing rents in line;  18  out  of 29  holdings  had rents in the 
£29.6  - £34.6 per ha bracket.  As  rents are forced upwards  in 
line with the  specific productive capacity of holdings  this 
practice can be  expected to  cease. 
198 ~II.C.(d}  Analysis  of rental revision 
Table  II~C.10 sets out  the details of new rents provided 
by the last ten years  of the Ministry Enquiry.  The Table is 
divided into new lettings and  existing lettings with rent 
increases. 
Comparison of the average  new rents per ha for holdings 
relet by tender and  for holdings with rent  increases settled 
by arbitrationshowsthat  open tender rents rose to  190  per cent 
of arbitration rents by  1975  and fell to  130  per cent  in 1977. 
However,  not  many rents are determined by arbitration so  that 
the distribution of farming type must  have  a  marked  effect in 
years  like  1971,  for  example,  when  only  17  observations were 
recorded of rents revised by arbitration and  an average of 
£5.75  per ha was  determined.  It is not  known  whether this 
included mostly upland  livestock holdings,  but if it did then 
their effect would  be  far greater than any difference  caused 
by the mode  of rental determination.  Rents  settled by agree-
ment  on existing tenancies  were higher than open tender rents 
for new lettings for  the  three years  1969-71,  but  tender rents 
have  been markedly higher  since  - an average  of  184  per cent 
over  the last three years. 
Denman & Stewart  (1959)  had sufficient information to  take 
account  of farm  type  and  size distribution in analysing rent 
determination procedures.  They  concluded that  open market rents 
were  on  average  13.5 per cent higher than sitting tenant rents 
awarded  by arbitrators and  independent  valuers  in  1957  while 
rents negotiated with sitting tenants  were  just  3  per cent 
higher than r,ents  awarded  by arbitration.  This  was  before the 
level of rent at arbitration was  linked to  the  open market  by 
the  1958 Act.  Surprisingly it is only in the last  two  years 
that arbitrated rents have  moved  away  from  agreed rents to 
reflect the dramatic rise in tender rents that occurred in 1975. 
Table  III.C.10  should be treated with caution because it 
shows  only the data  from voluntary co-operators.  But,  if its 
one-third coverage is representative,  then only about  150  farms 
were let by tender in 1977.  The  effect of this restriction of 
supply of tenanted  land has  been said to be  the cause of high 
open  tender rents.  This view is counter to  the  evidence that 
the number  of holdings  to let recorded by the Enquiry have not 
been reduced much  over the ten year period.  Moreover,  although 
the reduction in area to let by  tender between  1971  and  1972 
occurred at the  same  time  as  a  massive  increase in rent,  this 
was  not  so  when  rents increased between  1974  and  1975.  The 
recent rise in rents probably reflects the  effect of inflation 
and  the  increased profitability of farming  and  optimism for its 
future. 
III.D.  Tenancy  and its problems 
Given his virtually complete  security of tenure,  rights to 
compensation and  freedom to manage his  farm  as he  sees best  the 
main restriction on management  which  a  tenant  faces  simply 
because he is tenant  (setting aside  the fact  that he  does not 
face  the  problems  of,  nor gain the benefits from,  owning  the 
199 Table III,.C .10 
Rental determination Erocedures  and  level 
of rent .:eer ha.  England and Wales  1268-ZZ 
NEW  LE'ITINGS 
No.o:f.Total  Holdings relet by  Holdings relet by 
Year  hold- area  Tender  Agreement 
ings  M.ha  No  Area  New  Incr.  No  Area  Nelv  Incr. 
ha  Rent 
eft_  ha  Rent  %  ,o 
12er  ha  :eer ha 
1968  19085  1 .4  66  6350  16.56  104  403  29000  13.59  37 
1969  19420  1 .4  56  6600  13.47  88  429  34300  15.32  37 
1970  19468  1 .s  78  8150  14.18  75  471  38100  15.55  29 
1971  27056  1 .s  63  8550  13.94  48  623  35550  16.73  31 
1972  24878  1 .3  60  4900  23.40  82  531  26000  19.30  31 
1973  26856  1 .s  45  4300  27.26  104  417  24950  19.25  30 
1974  25996  1 .s  65  5050  26.27  83  565  39800  22.24  40 
1975  25813  1 ·5  59  4550  49.84  140  476  27900  28.22  61 
1976  26844  1 .6  51  2050  54.17  166  481  17850  36.18  57 
1977  26681  1 .s  46  3500  68.17  130  441  25150  41 .92  62 
EXISTING  LETTINGS 
No.o:f Total  Holdings with rent Increases 
Year  hold- area  B:I  Arbitration  BI:  Agreement 
ings  M.ha  No  Area  New  Incr.  No  Area  New  Incr. 
ha  Rent  % 
ha  Rent  %  12er  ha  12er  ha 
1968  19085  1.4  22  1900  13.96  42  3901  322200  12.85  22 
1969  19420  1.4  23  2100  16.30  70  3871  324150  14.21  21 
1970  19468  1.5  24  2600  7.86  42  3985  340300  15.12  20 
1971  27056  1 .s  17  2750  5.45  24  5831  379950  15.94  14 
1972  24878  1 ·3  44  4000  18.90  25  7294  389650  17.15  16 
1973  26856  1.5  16  900  23.52  37  4316  324900  19.25  16 
1974  25996  1.5  31  1650  19.99  37  11031  700900  20.58  24 
1975  25813  1 ·5  65  6200  26.09  50  14572  872800  26.09  33 
1976  26844  1 .6  44  1650  38.87  77  9353  402200  30.44  42 
1977  26681  1 .s  20  1500  52.45  73  9488  588250  37.51  48 
Source:  MAFF,  1978d. 
200 land he  farms)  is the need to obtain at least the consent  of, 
and  probably the financial participation of, his landlord when 
investment  in buildings is required.  It by no  means  follows 
that the  outcome  of such negotiations must  always  be to the 
disadvantage of the  tenant relative to  the  choice he  would have 
made  as  an  owner-occupier;  the landlord's  estate management 
expertise and his  longer-term view point  can be  advantageous. 
Moreover at its best the landlord-tenant  system in the UK 
involved whole  career and  generation to generation adjustments 
of landholdings which  owner-occupation could match only under 
extremely  good marketing arrangements  for  land,  such as  do  not 
apply today in a  highly inflationary economy. 
Nevertheless,  there must  always  be potentially conflicting 
viewpoints  and  aims  when  two  people,  landlord and  tenant,  are 
involved in the management  of a  single  commodity,  in this case 
farmland.  Moreover,  while it is self evident  that the  tenant 
can not  obtain more  from  the landlord than the latter has  to 
offer so  that he  must  be to  some  extent  dependent  on  the resour-
ces  the landlord possesses  and  on the size of estate of which his 
particular farm  forms  part,it is almost  as  certain that private 
landlords  today have neither the means  nor motivation to invest 
that they had  in the past. 
Be  that as it may,  the  long history of the  law relating to 
farm  landlords  and  tenants is that  the  tenant has  been increas-
ingly protected while  the  landlord's powers  have  been restricted. 
The  two  most  recent developments,  both of crucial  importance in 
the present context,  are the refusal to grant  landlords the 
valuation concessions  granted to  owner-occupiers  for capital 
transfer tax .purposes  and  the introduction of second  (and third) 
generation security of tenure for tenants'  families. 
It is true that  the old landlord class has  long been  a 
symbol  of wealth and privilege and  that it proved  remarkedly 
resilient in the face  of almost  100 years  of Estate Duty  simply 
because that legislation was  capable  of being frustrated,  by 
giving away property in good  time  and  by creating trusts. How-
ever,  not  everyone  shares  the view that wealth in the  form  of 
land for renting should be  less worthy than land to be  farmed 
directly by the  owner.  Nor  is it clear why  special allowance 
has not been made  for  the problems  of the  owners  of estates 
who  also have  associated stately homes  which,  it seems,  the 
public wishes  to be  able to visit and  to  see properly maintained, 
lived in and used along with their traditional contents. 
It is also true that,  over time,  landlords have  been un-
willing to bear the burden placed on  them  by  succeeding genera-
tions of legislators.  Fewer  and  £ewer  farms  have been offered 
£or renting and if what  is claimed for Scotland is true,  and 
is also translated to England  and Wales  then the private land-
lord can be  expected to  cease to function completely.  In that 
case the gains bestowed  on the present generation of tenants 
can only be borne as  costs to all future  generations of would-
be tenants. 
These  problems will be  resolved to the extent that 
institutional landlords replace private ones  or are better than 
201 them.  It is also worthy of note that,  far from  the penalising 
of landlords being based to  some  degree  on  any  lower efficiency 
displayed by tenants,  such evidence as  there is supports  the 
opposite case.  Moreover,  tenants  (and their landlords)  have 
not, it seems,  over-invested in buildings in the way  that owner-
occupiers have. 
One  of the ways  in which  landlords are  endeavouring to 
protect their interests in the face  of recent legislation is to 
seek partnerships with tenants and/or to offer less than annual 
tenancies  only.  These latter are outside the Agricultural 
Holdings Acts  and  consequently farmers  accepting them  do  not 
enjoy the privileges of those Acts  except  insofar as  their 
landlords grant  them of their own volition.  A  further result 
to be  expected of the present legislation is that landlords 
will become  less willing to grant  single unit  (new  tenancy) 
lettings than to let to existing owner-Qccupiers  or to tenants 
already on viable farm units.  In such  a  fluid and  complex 
situation it will behove  the tenant to obtain good  legal advice 
- and  to pay the fee  such advice  commands.  In any case both 
landlord and tenant  seem likely under  such arrangements  to 
invest for the shorter-term only,  presumably,  at a  lower 
overall rate than would have been the case had planning horizons 
not  been artificially shortened in the way  they have. 
202 IV.  AGGREGATE  LAND  USE  PATTERNS  IN  ENGLAND  AND  WALES  AND  THE 
RESOLUTION  OF  CONFLICTS  OVER  COMPETITION  FOR  LAND 
IV.A.  Statistics on  land use,  quality and  the rate of transfer 
of land  out  of agriculture 
IV .A. (a)  Land  use 
Figures  compiled  for  the  31  March  1977  by  the  Ordnance 
Survey,  show that  the total area of England  and Wales  was 
15,121,000 ha or  15,037,000 ha  excluding inland water.  Of  this 
latter figure,  12,972,000 ha were  in England  and  2,064,000 ha 
in Wales  (HMS0,1978).  It will become  increasingly clear in this 
section that British data  on  land use matters  are limited in 
both quality and  quantity.  Indeed,  for  some  land uses,  notably 
those  that fall  into the  category often described as  'urban', 
there is no  overall official provision at all at present.  How-
ever,  an  estimate of land uses  for  1976  made  by the Agriculture 
EDC  (1977)  of the National Economic  Development  Office  can for 
convenience be  regarded  as  the most  recent official figures  and 
Table  IV.A.1  presents  their estimate.  It will be  seen that 
agriculture still takes  up  77  per cent  of the total land area 
of England  and Wales  and  86  per cent  of non-urban land.  In 
Wales,  both forestry and agriculture are relatively more  impor-
tant in terms  of area than in England. 
Table IV.A.2  shows  a  detailed breakdown  of the agricultural 
land uses  in England  and Wales  in  1975-7.  Most  noticeable per-
haps  is the overall increase in the area of  'Crops  and Fallow' 
by nearly  17,000 ha,  with the area of Cereals  and Potatoes in-
creasing by  1.2  and  9.1  per cent respectively.  The  largest fall 
in area in this category was  one  of 48.4 per cent  in Bare Fallow. 
Table  IV .A .1 
An  estimate of land uses  in England  and Wales,  1976 
England  Wales 
Land  uses  •ooo  ha  ~  •ooo  ha  ~ 
Crops  and  fallow  4021  31.0  107  5.2 
Temporary  grass  1201  9.3  172  8.3 
Permanent  grass  3240  25.0  775  37·5 
Rough  grazing  1194  9.2  599  29.0 
Other land1  238  1.8  33  1 .6 
Total agriculture  9894  76.3  1686  81.7 
Urban  1427  11 .o  103  5.0 
Forestry &  Woodland  767  5·9  204  9.9 
Miscellaneous  885  6.8  71  3.4 
TOTAL  LAND2 
12973  100.0  2064  100.0 
1 
2  Includes  'woodland ancillary to farming', 
Not  all figures  add  due  to rounding. 
Source:  Agriculture EDC,  1977• 
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Total 
•ooo  ha 
4128 
1373 
4015 
1793 
271 
11580 
1530 
971 
956 
15037 
22 
27.5 
9.1 
26.7 
11.9 
1.8 
77.0 
10.2 
6.5 
6.4 
100.0 The  source for Tables  IV.A.2  and  IV.A.J  and  for  the agricul-
tural part of Table  IV.A.1  is the annual June agricultural census, 
the results of which are published early in the following year. 
Census  returns  forms  are sent  to occupiers  of all agricultural 
holdings with an annual  labour requirement  of 40  or more  smds. 
Forms  are sent only to holdings  of less than 4.05 ha if they 
have  a  significant agricultural output.  Completion and return 
of the  forms  is a  statutory requirement.  During the last  10 
years  there have  been several changes  in the threshold of sig-
nificance for inclusion in the  census  as well as  in the defini-
tions of the various  categories of land use  covered by it.  Such 
changes,  together with recent metrication,  have  inevitably 
impaired the accuracy and usefulness  of the  census returns. 
Particular categories of land use recorded in the returns which 
must  be regarded with caution are  'grass',  'rough grazings', 
'woodland ancillary to farming',  and  'other land used for 
agriculture•.  Since the figures  for total agricultural area 
are an  amalgamation of the other categories of land use,  they 
too  should be  regarded with caution. 
Table  I~A.J shows  agricultural land uses  for  each of the 
MAFF  regions  in 1977.  Striking variations  can be  observed; 
notably,  regions  to  the North and West  of the Humber-Exe  line 
have  a  far greater proportion of grass  and  rough grazing than 
those to the South and East.  This difference is due  to topo-
graphic  and  climatic factors.  In the Eastern Region cereals 
take up  55  per cent  of the agricultural area;  by contrast, 
Wales  has  only 5  per cent  of its area under  cereals and  35  per 
cent  as  rough grazings. 
Because  there is no  official definitive record of the 
urban area of England  and Wales  much  effort has  been directed 
in the last 40 years  towards  establishing a  generally agreed 
figure  setting out  the various  categories of urban land use. 
Foremost  amongst  those working in the field has  been R.H.Best 
of Wye  College. 
Best  (1976a & b)  describes how he  calculated the areas 
and  land uses  of most  of the urban area of the country using 
the development  plans of local planning authorities.  The 
remaining urban area was  calculated by  a  method  that used the 
'density-size rule•.  This rule states that as  the size of a 
settlement  increases in population terms,  the provision of land 
declines  exponentially  (Best  et al.,1974).  The  area of transport 
land was  estimated by multiplying representative widths  by  the 
lengths of the various  types  of roads  and railways  and used 
Blake's  (1969)  figures  for civil airfields. In this way  Best 
was  able to establish a  base-line urban land area figure  for 
1961  of 1,490,000 ha in England  and Wales;  it includes  137,000 
ha for villages,  isolated dwelling and  farmsteads  and  257,000 ha 
for transport  land  (Best,  1976a).  These figures  are very similar 
to those calculated by  Champion  (1975)  using the density method 
and to those  of Fordham  (1974)  who  used  a  point  sampling tech-
nique.  For  1961,  Best  (1976a)  estimated that 49  per cent of all 
urban land was  used for housing,  5  per cent for industry,  12 per 
cent  for  open  space and  3  per cent for  education.  Residual uses 
including transport  land made  up  the  remaining  31  per cent of the 
urban area.  Best's  1961  base-line figure  can be updated,  using 
the annual  urban area net  gain figures  provided by the MAFF  in 
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Agricultural Statistics.  However,  as will be  seen presently, 
the accuracy  o~ those statistics is questionable.  Since Best 
was  on  the  group that prepared the Agriculture EDC  (1977) 
report, it can be  presumed that this is the way their urban 
land estimate of 1,530,000 ha in 1976  for England  and Wales' 
(shown  in Table  IV.A  .• 1)  was  prepared.  ' 
Table IV..A.2 
Agricultural land use in England  and Wales, 
1975-1977  (ha) 
Land Use 
Cereals 
Potatoes 
Sugar Beet 
Horticulture 
Fodder  crops 
1  Other crops 
Bare  fallow 
TOTAL  CROPS  & FALLOW 
2  Temporary grass 
Permanent  grass3 
TOTAL  GRASS 
Sole right grazings 
Common  rough grazings 
TOTAL  ROUGH  GRAZING 
Woodland  ancillary to 
:farming 
4 
Other land used for agric. 
TOTAL  OTHER  LAND 
1975 
3,128,532 
162,084 
197,533 
267,485 
221,457 
53,973 
125,332 
4,156,396 
1,326,168 
4,055,833 
5,382,001 
1,220,026 
608,737 
1,828,763 
155,452 
96,076 
251,528 
1976 
3,155,468 
173,738 
206,319 
272,757 
216,740 
64,352 
60,840 
4,150,214 
1,369,089 
4,032,914 
5,402,003 
1,185,667 
608,737 
1,794,404 
167,816 
106,731 
274,547 
1977 
3,165,219 
176,854 
202,394 
284,752 
205,573 
73,735 
64,621 
4,175,148 
1,362,729 
3,952,376 
5,315,105 
1,169,376 
608,737 
1,778,113 
176,802 
133,704 
310,506 
TOTAL  AGRICULTURAL  AREA  11,618,688  11,621,168  11,576,872 
1 
2 
Hops,  rape  grown  for oilseed,  and  other crops,not  for 
stock~eeding. 
Lucerne  and all grasses under five years old. 
3  All grasses five years  old and  over. 
4  Latest figures available are  1975  ones  estimated by MAFF. 
Sources:  MAFF,1976a,  1977  c  & d  and  1978do 
205 Table  IV .A.  3 
in 1 
I".tAFF  Region 
Land  Use 
Eastern  South-East  East  ~lid- West  I~d- South West-
Region  ern Region  land Region  land Region ern Region 
821,300  459,232  542,725  294,520  370,664  Cereals 
Potatoes 
Sugar beet 
Horticulture 
Fodder Crops 
Other crops1 
Bare  fallow 
TOTAL  CROPS  & FALLOW 
Temporary  grass2 
Permanent  grass3 
TOTAL  GRASS 
Woodland  ancillary to 
farming 
Other land used for 
agriculture 
TOTAL  OTHER  LAND 
TOTAL  AGRIC.AREA5 
MA.FF  Region 
Land  Use 
Cereals 
Pot?-.toes 
Suc::r beet 
Horticulture 
Fodder  crops 
Other cropsl 
Bare  fallow 
TOTAL  CROPS  & FALLOW 
Temporary  grass2 
Permanent  grass3 
TOTAL  GRASS 
Sole  rights grazings 
Common  rough  grazings4 
TOTAL  ROUGH  GRAZ1NG 
44,552  14,453  37,357  23,725  10,645 
110,731  252  46,467  18,217  631 
102,828  48,850  59,234  21,439  13,038 
47,019  28,839  18,446  18,546  39,949 
22,534  15,760  18,384  5,320  3,892 
13,891  13,666  8,951  5,916  8,394 
1,162 855  581,052  731,562  387,682  447,213 
81,605  204,915  125,392  188,622  347,021 
167,881  374,136  331,611  523,942  894,715 
249,486  579,051  457,002  712,565  1,241,735 
22,667  45,707  8,845  15,808  34,224 
27,870  22,460  12,810  13,318  21,561 
50,537  68,167  21,655  29,126  55.785 
1,494,815 1,295,174  1,264,357  1,167,978  1,942,097 
Northern  Yorks/Lancs  Wales  England  & 
Region  Re~ion  Wales 
272,352  32,718  77 ,~709  3,165,219 
13,488  25,776  6,859  176,854 
6,112  19,762  222  202,394 
2,111  35,511  1,741  284,752 
23,574  10,996  18,212  205,573 
1,701  5,596  547  73,735 
3,544  6,452  3,808  64,621 
322,872  430,812  109,099  4,173,148 
164,721  80,589  169,865  1,362,729 
525,258  358,501  776,332  3,952,376 
689,979  429,08Q  Q46,197  5,315,105 
387,895  130,599  405,539  1,169,376 
207,910  z6,372  180,854  608,737 
595,805  206,271  586,393  1,7z8,113 
vlood1and  ancillary to farming 
Other land used for agriculture 
15,686 
11,420 
7,697 
10,003 
26,168  176,802 
14,262  133.704 
TOTAL  OTHER  LAND  27,106  11,700  40,430  310,506 
TOTAL  AGRICULTURAL  AREA5  1,635,762  1,094,572  1,682,119  11,576,872 
1 
2  1Iops,rape  grown  for oilseed,and other crops,not for stockfeeding. 
Lucerne  and  all grasses under 5 years  old. 
All grasses  5 years  old and  over.  3 
4  Latest  figures available are  1975  ones  estimated by}~; NoYorks  figures 
5 
apportioned equally between  Northern Region  and  Yorks/Lancs  region. 
Not  all figures  add  due  to rounding. 
Sources:  I~, 1977d  & 1978d. 
206 Whilst  detailed figures  of  some  non-agricultural land uses 
are available e.g.  there are almost  60,000  ha of derelict land 
in England  and Wales  (Countryside Review Committee,  1978)  the 
main defects of English and Welsh  land use data are its scarcity 
and  lack of detail.  These defects are  to  some  extent modified 
by  the Second Land Utilisation Survey,  carried out  in the  1960s, 
by Coleman  (1977).  It covered the whole  of England  and Vales 
and  is available in manuscript  form  at the  scale of six inches 
to the mile.  The  15  per cent  of the maps  which have  been  pub-
lished at the  two  and  a  half inches  to  the mile  scale,  show  70 
types  of land use  and  the manuscript  maps  show  about  250  types. 
However,  the maps  are  out of date  and  concern has  also been  ex-
pressed at  the  fact  that  they were  surveyed  by volunteers,  often 
schoolchildren.  An  interesting feature  of the Survey's work is 
its delineation of five main  land use patterns  - townscape, 
farmscape,  urban fringe,  marginal  fringe  and wildscape.  Coleman 
(1977)  claims  that this  1scape  and  fringe analysis'  can be  a 
useful tool for land use planners. 
Two  recent  developments  augur well  for the future  provision 
of urban  land use  information.  First,  planners have  been work-
ing on  the  development  of information systems with land use data 
as  an  integral  part~  This  is highlighted by  two  reports: 
General  InformationS  stem for Plannin  (DOE,1972)  and National 
Land  Use  Classification System  DOE,1975)  both of which  envisage 
increasing use  of computerised  systems  to collect,  store and 
manipulate data.  Second,  advances  in aerial and satellite 
surveys  now  make  the  recording of land use data possible.  For 
instance,  the first results of the DOE's  survey of  'developed 
areas'  in England  and Wales  in 1969 have  now  been released  (DOE, 
1978).  The  survey covers all continuous areas  of  'developed 
land'  of five ha and  above  and  the five broad urban uses within 
them  - residential,  industrial· and  commercial,  education and 
community,  transport  and  open  space.  'Developed land'  was 
defined  to  include areas  covered by buildings and  structures of 
all materials,  the  land associated with  them  and  such open  spaces 
as exist,  for  example,  primarily for  'urban use•.  The  maps  were 
produced by using RAF  aerial photographs  together with Ordnance 
Survey maps  and  the boundaries  were digitised so  that  computer-
ised measurements  could be  processed and  the data prepared for 
each district and  county. 
Table  IV.A.4  presents  a  summary  of the  survey's results 
showing  'developed areas'  and  the five  main  land uses  by Economic 
Planning Region  in 1969.  Wales  with 4.7 per cent had  the lowest 
proportion of  'developed area'  whilst  the South East  and  the 
North West  had  over four  times  as  much.  The  proportion of the 
developed area consisting of predominantly residential use  and 
educational/community/health/indoor recreational use  was  fairly 
constant  over  the Regions at around  60  per cent  and  1  per cent 
respectively.  The  proportion devoted  to industrial and/or 
commercial use varied widely from  11  per cent  in East Anglia to 
28o6  per cent  in Wales.  Transport  land provision was  fairly 
constant at around  7  per cent with the  exception of East Anglia 
at  19.4 per cent. 
In  1977  there were  1,130,000 ha of woodland  in England  and 
Wales.  Some  390,000 ha were  managed  by the Forestry Commission 
207 Table  IV.A.4 
'Developed Areas'  and  five main  land uses by 
Economic Planning Region in England  and  Wales 
Economic 
Planning 
Region 
South East 
lfest Midlands 
North West 
Northern 
Yorks  & 
Humberside 
East Midlands 
East Anglia 
South West 
WALES 
ENGLAND  & 
WALES 
Total 
'develop-
ed area' 
•ooo  ha 
472.60 
153.25 
159.40 
87.36 
153.01 
140.45 
85.34 
145.87 
87.71 
1,484.99 
.1.2.§.2 
Total  'de-
veloped area1 
as  per cent 
of adminis-
trative area 
17.4 
11 .8 
21.8 
5.7 
9.9 
9.0 
6.8 
6.1 
4.2 
A  B  C  D  E 
{as  proportion of total 
'developed area1  - %) 
63.6 
60.4 
6o.o 
56.1 
54.7 
56.8 
6o.4 
68.9 
55.9 
13.3 
20.4 
18.8 
25.2 
19.3 
21 .2 
11.0 
14.2 
28.6 
1.2 
0.9 
1.0 
1 .o 
5·5  16.5 
5.0  13.2 
4.5  15.7 
6.6  11.0 
1.2  8.4  16.4 
0.7  10.8 10.4 
0.8  19.4  8.3 
0.9  7.6  8.4 
o.8  6.3  8.4 
60 • 8  1 7 • 5  .  1 • 0  7 • 2  1 3 • 4 
A  - Predominantly residential use. 
B  - Predominantly industrial and/or  commercial use. 
C  - Predominantly educational/community/health/indoor 
recreational use. 
D  - Transport use. 
E  - 'Urban'  open  space. 
Source:  DOE,  1978. 
on behalf of the Minister of Agriculture and  the Secretary of 
State for Wales  (Advisory Council,  1978).  These  figures  are 
greater than those given in Table  IV.AJ  but  a  substantial part 
of the  'other land'  category of that Table is made  up  of  'wood-
land ancillary to farming'  which is presumably included in the 
figures  above.  As  at  31  March  1977,  there were  some  290,000  ha 
of woodland  in private ownership participating {or planning to) 
in various Forestry Commission management  schemes  (Forestry 
Commission,  1978). 
Substantial areas  of rural land in England  and  Wal~s are in 
multiple use with agriculture often predominating.  Examples  in-
clude defence  lands,  water-gathering grounds  and  common  land.  In 
1977  there were  some  100,000 ha of defence  lands  which for most 
of the year were  in agricultural use  (HMS0,1978).  The  ten 
Regional Water Authorities  own  over  130,000 ha of gathering 
grounds  though agricultural activities  {mainly rough grazing} 
and  some  public access  take place  on this land. Recently critic-
ism of the Water Authorities'  management  policies for this land 
has  been voiced  (Advisory Council,  1978).  The  Royal  Commission 
on  Common  Lands  (1958)  concluded that there were  some  609,066 ha 
208 of common  land in England  and Wales  with 79 per cent of this area 
given  over to grazing.  Common  land is a  form  of land tenure,  for 
it is freehold  land  over which various  people have rights  exercis-
ed  together or  1in common•.  Commons  legally open  to the public 
make  up  only  10.4 per cent  of the total but  Patmore  (1972)  asserts 
that many  commons  experience de  facto  access.  Hoskins & Stamp 
(1963}  show that  67  per  cent~ the  common  land in England was  in 
the  seven  1old 1  counties  of Cumberland,  Durham,  Lancashire, 
Northumberland,  Westmorland,  West  and  North Ridings. 
IV .A. (b)  Land  quality 
Two  classifications of agricultural land exist in Britain. 
They differ in their approach and  complexity,  due  to their objec-
tives  and  the  time  scale for  mapping.  Both were  intended to 
provide  information for  land use planning. 
The  MAFF  started on  their Agricultural Land Classification 
of England  and Wales  in  1966  and  by  1974  had published maps  at 
the scale of 1:63,360.  Preparation of a  revised metric  edition 
is in progress.  The  land was  graded  according to its versatility 
as determined by physical characteristics alone  such as  climate, 
relief and soil.  The  advantage  claimed for this physical classi-
fication was  that  such factors  would not date.  The  five grades 
vary  from  'Grade  1:  Land with very minor  or no  physical limita-
tions  to agricultural use.  Yields  are consistently high on  these 
soils and  cropping highly flexible since most  crops  can be  grown 
including the more  exacting horticultural crops';  to  'Grade  5: 
Land with very severe limitations due  to adverse soil, relief or 
climate,  or a  combination of these.  This  land is generally under 
grass  or rough grazing,  except  for occasional pioneer forage 
crops  1 •  (MAFF,  · 1974b) • 
Table IV.A.5 presents for  1974  the proportions  of the agri-
cultural land area of the  MAFF  regions  in each grade. The  top  two 
grades  account  for  only  some  17  per cent of the agricultural land 
of England  and  Wales.  Nearly  50  per cent of the agricultural land 
is Grade  3;  the remaining 34  per cent is accounted for by Grades 
4  and  5.  Within these overall figures  there are striking regional 
variations.  For instance,  whilst Grades  1  and  2  make  up less than 
3  per cent  of the agricultural area of Wales,  in the Eastern 
Region of England nearly half the area is top quality land.  More 
recent figures  showing the area of land by  MAFF  grade have been 
provided by  the Agriculture EDC  (1977).  These  show that  some 
1,979,000 ha  in England  and Wales  are Grades  1  and 2,  5,343,000 
ha are Grade  3,  and  2,572,000 ha are Grades  4  and  5. 
As  a  result of criticisms and  in response  to demands  from 
users  of the  MAFF  land classification maps,  it was  announced 
that steps would be  taken to  sub-divide Grade  3  into three  sub 
groups  (MAFF,  1976b). 
Gilg  (1978}  and  the Centre for Agricultural Strategy  (1976) 
have pointed out  that  a  major limitation of the  MAFF  classifica-
tion is that its minimum unit of evaluation is 81  ha and  thus it 
is unsuitable for most  planning decisions.  Boddington  (1978)  has 
argued that  the  MAFF  system is not  related to the productivity 
of the land but merely its flexibility,  also that,  the  system 
is not understood by planners  and that, it 'does not  form part of 
209 an  integrated package  including land use,  yield and  financial 
data which may  be used effectively to produce meaningful  inputs 
for  land planning decisions•. 
Table  IV,A.5 
The  proportions  of the agricultural land areas 
of the MAFF  Regions  in each of the  MAFF  Land 
Classification Grades,  1974  (per cent) 
Region  Grade  Grade  Grade  Grade 
1  2  3  4 
Wales  0,2  2.2  17.5  44.1 
West  Midlands  1.0  18.8  61 .1  15.7 
East  Midlands  1.4  21.1  64.7  9.9 
Eastern  10.9  33.4  48.7  6.9 
Yorkshire  &  Lancashire  3.2  19.7  34.8  21 ·5 
Northern  0.1  4.6  40.8  18.0 
South West  1.7  8.0  64.2  19.6 
South East  3.4  13.4  62.3  18.9 
ENGLAND  &  WALES  2.8  14.6  48.9  19.7 
Source:  MAFF,  1974b 
Grade 
5 
36.0 
3.4 
2.9 
0,1 
20.8 
36.5 
6.5 
2.0 
14.0 
The  Soil Survey of England  and Wales  also have  devised  a 
classification scheme  - the Land Use  Capability Classification -
'developed to  express  the  influence of soil, site and  climate  on 
farming',  {Mackney,  1974).  It divides  land into  seven classes 
depending  on  the severity of limitations affecting its use,  The 
classes range  from  Class  1,  which is land with very minor  or no 
physical limitations to use,  to Class  7  which is land with very 
severe limitations that restrict use  to rough grazing,  forestry 
and recreation.  Grades  1-4  of the  MAFF  system are equivalent 
to Classes  1-4 of the Soil Survey System.  The  seven classes are 
further  subdivided  {up  to  a  maximum  of two)  into sub-classes 
based  on five physical  factors  which  influence production or 
need  correction.  These factors  are soil, wetness,  climate, 
gradient  and  erosion,  To  date,  maps  showing this  system of 
classification have  been published at the scale of 1:25,000 for 
15  per cent of England  and Wales,  However,  an overall map 
showing such  a  classification for both countries at  a  scale of 
1:1,000,000 is soon to be  published  {Soil Survey of England  and 
Wales ,  1 97  8 ) • 
IV,A.{c)  Transfer of land  from  agriculture 
In recent years  much  attention has been paid to the subject 
of loss of agricultural land and its effect  on national agricul-
tural output.  For instance,  the Centre for Agricultural Strategy 
{1976),  the Agriculture EDC  (1977),  the Advisory Council  {1978) 
and  the North West  Economic  Planning Council  (1978)  have all 
published reports  on  the subject,  and  although their objectives, 
methods  and  emphasis varied,  they all concluded that care must 
be  taken about  the  amounts  of high quality land that are being 
transferred from  agricultural use  each year,  if national 
agricultural output  is not  to suffer. 
210 As  the Advisory Council  (1978)  have  observed  'there is at 
present little reliable information available about  the transfer 
of agricultural land to other uses•.  The  main official source 
is provided annually by  MAFF  in their publication Agricultural 
Statistics.  This  information is calculated from,  and  depen'ds 
on,  the accuracy of the June  census  returns  submitted by 
occupiers  of agricultural land,  although this census  was  not 
designed primarily for  the collection of such information.  The 
most  recent  information for England and Wales  is presented in 
Table  IV  .• A .6. 
Table IV.A.6 
Net  annual transfer to 
land in England  and 
Urban,ind- Govern- Forestry 
Year  4 
1967-8 
1968-9 
1969-70 
1970-1 
1971-2 
1972-3 
1973-4 
1974-5 
8-year 
average 
1967-8 
1974-5 
ustrial & 
recreation-
al develop-
ment1 
-14.1 
-15.5 
-17.1 
-13.2 
-17.0 
-19.2 
-12.3 
-13.0 
ment 
Depart-
ments 
+0.2 
-0.5 
+1.5 
-0.4 
+0.2 
o.o 
-1.4 
+0.4 
o.o 
and 
private 
wood-
lands 
.-4.2 
-6.6 
-5·5 
-5.0 
-4.2 
-3.6 
-0.9 
-1.3 
-3.9 
1 
2  Includes mineral workings. 
New  category in  1973• 
~ 
Land not  Other  previous- adjust- Total 
ly recor- ments3  ded2 
-5·5  -23.6 
-4.4  -27.0 
-10.4  5  ~ 
-30.2  5 
-19.2  -40.2 
+0.3  -10.0  -32.5 
o.o  - _;.4  -20.0 
o.o  -17.8  -31.7 
I  I 
-10.4  -29.4 
3 
4 
5 
Includes corrections,  re-classifications and unexplained 
differences which result  from  a  recording system that does 
not permit  a  complete area reconciliation in a  single year. 
The  figures  are based  on areas  returned by  farmers  at June 
each year but,  to preserve compatibility with previous years, 
they are adjusted to discount  changes  in the  coverage  of the 
census  since  1967. 
An  annual  average  for  the  two  years is given as  the  separate 
figures  for the individual years are not  considered to be 
reliable. 
Sources:  MAFF,1974c  & 1977d. 
The  accuracy of this information derived from  the  'changes 
of occupancy'  section of the  census has never been fully assess-
ed,  but the  ~aFF points  out  that  the  'information  (is)  obtained 
in the  course of collecting data throughout  the year and is by 
no  means  exhaustive.  Individual annual  figures  may  therefore be 
211 unreliable'  (MAFF,  1977d).  Moreover the information appears 
several years after it was  collected,  Changes  in coverage  and 
definition of census  categories in recent years also pose 
problems.  The magnitude  of the likely inaccuracies  becomes 
apparent  when  the  column entitled  'other adjustments•,  covering 
corrections, reclassifications and unexplained differences is 
examined,  for it accounts  for  a  significant net annual loss, The 
destination of this large amount  of unexplained net annual loss 
of agricultural land is unknown  though it is probably for urban 
uses, 
It can be  seen from Table  IV.A~ that  on average between 
1967  and  1975  about  15,000 ha net have  been transferred to 
urban types  of use  each year {slightly less since  1972/73),  and 
about  4,000 ha net to forestry,  though in this time annual total 
areas for forestry have  been falling,  When  the residual net 
annual  transfers of about  10,000 ha are included,  the average 
figure per year for net  transfers~of agricultural land in this 
eight year period amounts  to about  30,000 ha for England  and 
Wales,  with a  range  of about  20,000 ha between the largest and 
smallest annual totals.  Regional differences in rates of trans-
fer have  been  examined by  Champion  (1975)  who  found  that,  over 
the period  1950-1970,  the greatest rates of transfer were 
experienced by the North West,  South East  and West  Midland 
Regions. 
The  above  information is derived  from Agricultural Statis-
tics, England  and Wales.  When  comparable  information in 
Agricultural Statistics, United Kingdom is examined it becomes 
apparent  that the category entitled  'Other adjustments'  (i,e. 
the area of likely inaccuracy}  is mainly confined to England 
and Wales,  This is because the accuracy of Scottish data is 
under  continual assessment  during compilation since most  changes 
of occupancy are confirmed with the other party to the  change, 
Table  IV~~ presents Forestry Commission  information on 
'new planting',  that is, planting on  land previously mainly in 
agricultural use,  This  information helps  to clarify what  amount 
of land is actually transferred from  agricultural use to 
forestry each year,  since the Agricultural Statistics figures 
probably include  a  significant amount  of land that is bought 
for afforestation and held in agricultural use before being 
planted,  (This  situation is also likely to occur for  land that 
is recorded as being transferred to other categories of future 
use,) 
It is clear that planting decreased considerably between 
1972  and  1977,  a  trend which is most noticeable in the private 
sector in England.  Since Forestry Commission acquisitions of 
plantable land in England and Wales  during this time fell by 
almost  a  half due  to the high cost of suitable land,  the level 
of planting is likely to fall still further,  Private forestry 
planting was  affected by new  capital taxation measures  which 
removed  many  of forestry's tax advantages. 
It can be  seen in Table  I~A.6 that official statistics 
group  transfers of agricultural land to urban,  industrial, 
recreational and mineral development  under the  same heading, 
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New  f'orest~ Elanting in England  and Wales 1 12Z2-Z 
Forest year 
ending  J1  March  England  Wales  En~land and 
Private1  3766  1409  5175 
1972  FC  2251  1821  4072 
Total  6017  3230  9247 
Private1  3496  1292  4788 
1973  FC  1735  1469  3204 
Total  5231  2761  7992 
Private  1  2170  1327  3497 
1974  FC  1552  1417  2969 
Total  3722  2744  6466 
Private  1  2033  1234  3267 
1975  FC  1239  1412  2651 
Total  3272  2646  5918 
Private  1  1026  408  1434 
:1976  FC  1412  1131  2543 
Total  2438  1539  3977 
Private1 
775  723  1498 
1977  FC  1302  1098  2400 
Total  2077  1821  3898 
1  Areas  f'or  which grants were  paid in the appropriate 
financial  (not  f'orest)  year.  Since there is always 
a  time  lag between planting and  the actual payment  of' 
grant,  these  f'igures  ref'er to planting carried out  on 
average  18  months  earlier (Forestry Commission,1976b). 
{ha) 
Wales 
In addition,  there were also very small areas  of' private 
planting not  included in the above  table which did not 
receive a  planting grant  f'rom  the Forestry Commission. 
This is important in making  comparisons  with Table IV.A.6. 
Sources:  Forestry Commission,1973,1974,1975,1976a,1977  and 
1978. 
In order to  examine  the dif'f'ering ef'f'ects  on  farming it is 
necessary to obtain information  on rates  of' transfer to the 
separate,  relatively minor,  categories  of' use.  As  a  result  of' 
collecting assorted  (mostly unpublished)  information  f'rom  the 
various industries,  trade associations and  semi-public bodies 
concerned,  estimates were  made  of'  transfers to reservoirs  and 
mineral  extraction purposes.  Between  1965  and  1976  some  600  ha 
a  year  of' agricultural land was  used  f'or  reservoirs in England 
and Wales.  For  1965  to  1974,  some  2,200 ha net  a  year  of' 
agricultural land was  transferred to mineral  extraction purposes, 
about  half' of' which was  f'or  sand and gravel.  Thus,  about  20  per 
cent  of'  the of'f'icial statistics category of' transfers to urban 
development  have been made  up  of' transfers to these  two  groupso 
(Tranter,.1976). 
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of the Environment  and Welsh Office Circular 71/74/114/74  (DOE, 
1974)  which directed local authorities to instigate an annual 
land use  change monitoring scheme.  However,  although the  scheme 
was  to start on  1 April  1975  it has yet to publish its first 
statistics.  Dickinson & Shaw  (1978)  have  stated that this 
scheme will have difficulties in providing comparable  informa-
tion as  local authorities are unwilling - or unable  - to  conform 
with a  standard classification system and to agree  on  a  standard 
unambiguous  set  o£ areal units.  They further argued that  a 
'point sampling approach,  recording land use  only for  a  series 
of sample points,  seems  to meet  most  of the requirements  of a 
national  land use monitoring system'  in that it is both efficient 
and reasonably cheap.  Changes  can be measured  by collecting 
information for the  same  set of sample points in successive 
periods of time. 
In order to  study what  quality of agricultural land is 
transferred it is necessary to look at the work of Best & 
Swinnerton  (1974).  Using the MAFF  land classification maps 
they found  no  disproportionate loss of good quality agricultural 
land for the area at present built over.  Whereas  agriculture 
accounts  for nearly 80  per cent of the total land area,  almost 
90  per cent  of Grade  I  and  just over  85  per cent of Grade II is 
in agricultural use.  However,  Swinnerton  (1976)  pointed out 
that this overall picture obscured  a  marked regional difference 
between the Lowland  and Highland  Zone  for in the latter urban 
development  showed  a  marked  preference for better quality land. 
Afforestation,  particularly in the Highland  Zone  tended to occur 
on Grades  IV and  V  land. 
It has been pointed out  (Tranter,  1976)  that,  to regard 
transfers of agricultural land as  a  'pure'  and fairly rapid 
process is essentially a  simplification of the situation for 
three other similar categories of loss of production from 
agricultural land are to be noted.  First,  'idle'  or  'under-
utilised'  land which is still technically in agricultural use, 
albeit unproductively,  and  often found  on  the urban fringe be-
fore  undergoing  a  complete  change of use.  The  extent of such 
land use is unknown  though the Standing Conference  on London  and 
South East Regional Planning  (1976  & 1977)  have  stressed what  a 
major  problem they consider such land use  to be.  Second,  land 
suffering from  a  'partial'  loss  of agricultural production 
resulting from  a  policy of multiple land use.  Examples  include 
water-gathering grounds  where  restrictions  on  farming practice 
are  enforced and  the various  regulations in National Park and 
other  'designated'  areas  concerning amenity  and access.  Third, 
'temporary'  land loss which  occurs  when  the  land  goes  out  of 
agricultural use for  a  limited time period,  for  example,  open-
cast iron ore  or coal mining or,  sand  and  gravel extraction. 
Once  the minerals have  been  extracted the  land tends  to be 
restored to agricultural use  and if careful procedures  are 
carried out yields will often return to their previous  levels 
in a  few years. 
Considered together,  the  above  three categories of loss are 
considerable.  Their measurement  is even more difficult than 
that of  1pure 1  losses,  but·clearly they are important,  not  only 
at  the  farm  level but  in aggregate at the national level. 
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Apart  from  some  information  on prices paid for  land 
for forestry planting there is no  official provision of prices 
paid for agricultural land for non-agricultural purposes  in 
England  and Wales.  This  is in marked  contrast to Scotland for 
which  such information is provided by DAFS  in Scottish Agri'cul-
tural Economics.  Table IV.A.8  presents  such information for 
1972-76  and  compares it with prices paid for  land remaining in 
agriculture.  It shows  that  the price of agricultural land sold 
for roads,  housing and  industrial development  varied between 
10.3 and  19.2  times  the price of land remaining in agriculture. 
However,  the ratio of 19.2  occurred in 1973  which was  an extra-
ordinary year in the  land market all over  the  country. 
Table  IV.A.B 
Prices of agricultural land sold for roads,  housing and 
industrial develo  ment  com  ared with  rices of land re-
maining in agriculture in Scotland,  1972-197 
1972  1973  1974  1975  1976 
Agricultural land sold for 
roads,  housing and  industrial 
development  (price per ha)1  1819  5736  4878  4217  6177 
All  land remaining in agri-
culture(price per ha)  2  175  298  394  345  521 
Ratio of  1  to  2  10.3  19.2  12.4  12.2  11 .9 
Sgyr~aHa:  DAFS,  1975  &.  1978. 
Table  IV.A.9 shows  details of Forestry Commission  land 
acquisitions for the forest years  1971-2  to  1976-7 with the 
average prices paid,  Most  of the  land acquired was  in Scotland 
so  only a  rough  idea of prices paid for  such land in England 
and Wales  can be  obtained.  DAFS  (1974)  state that prices paid 
by private forestry interests for plantable land were  about 
twice as  high as  those  paid by  the Forestry Commission. 
Table IV.A.9 
Forestry Commission  land acquisitions in Great Britain, 
1971-1977 with details of prices paid 
1971- 1972- 1973- 1974- 1975- 1976-
1212  121J  1274  12:Z2  12:Z6  12:Z:Z 
England  ~::~ 
810  100  765  60  591 
lvales  1300  1500  633  336  430  802 
Scotland  {ha)  15600  5000  5220  7828  18965  16305 
Great  17000  6600  6600  8224  19395  17698  Britain  (ha) 
Averafe price 
paid  £  per ha)  51.4  6o.o  127.0  270.0  131.0  149.0 
Sources:  Forestry Commission,1973,1974,1975,1976a,1977 & 1978. 
Harrison  (1977)  provided  information from  a  random  sample 
of farm businesses  in England  on the prices of agricultural land 
215 sold for development  between ·1966  and  1970.  During this period 
he  found that prices  of agricultural land sold for development 
varied widely.  The  weighted average  price of such land over 
the period was  £2,249/ha compared with £449/ha for all agricul-
tural land in the MAFF  land price series  (Estates Gazette & 
Farmers  Weekly,  1974),  an  average ratio of just over five  to  one. 
Since this  sample  included information from  compulsory purchase 
cases it is likely that the overall figures  are  lower  than they 
would have been if open market  sales  only had been included. 
Table  IV.A.10  provides  more  information on prices of agri-
cultural land sold for development  between  1967  and  1973•  More 
precisely the figures relate to auction reports  of agricultural 
land sold with either outline or full planning permission.  The 
information is probably biased towards  the South of England  and 
is voluntarily supplied by  land agents  so  prices are probably 
high.  It can be  seen that,  over the period,  there was  a  steady 
rise in the ratio between  farming  and development  prices until 
1972  when  there was  a  dramatic  and  sustained rise in development 
prices. 
Table  IV .A.10 
Some  price information for agricultural land sold for 
residential development  in England and Wales,  1967-73 
compared with agricultural land prices 
1967  1968  1969  1970  1971  1972  1973 
Agricultural land 
sold with planning 
permission for  8619  9318 
residential  1  development  (£/ha) 
Row  1 
Agricultural  land 
(£/ha)2  Row  2 
Ratio  of Row  1 
to  Row  2 
430  453 
20,0  20.6 
12355  14080  16593  40458  88956 
491  475  543  866 
28.5  74.5  102.7 
1  Median price/ha/sales over  1  acre  (o.4o4 ha)  in size. 
2  Prices of all agricultural land in the MAFF  land price series. 
Sources:  Estates Gazette  and Farmers  Weekly,  1974 
Estates Gazette,  1967-73. 
The  Country Landowner's Association also gathered informa-
tion on prices  of agricultural land sold for development  between 
1973  and  1976~  This  information was  collected quarterly and 
although it is regarded as useful in illuminating this sector of 
the land market  care should be  exercised in its use  (CLA',  1978). 
During the period the weighted average price of agricultural 
land sold for development  was  £20354/ha  compared with £1203/ha 
for all agricultural land in the  MAFF  land price series  (ADAS, 
1976 & 1977),  an average ratio of  17  to  1  but  a  ratio of around 
20  to  1  is not  uncommon  in recent years. 
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From  the  sections  above it will be  clear that English and 
Welsh  information on  land use,  quality and  the rate of transfer 
of land  out  of agriculture are far from  ideal tools for those 
formulating  and  monitoring land use policies.  Moreover  the 
absence  of a  satisfactory land capability or quality classifica-
tion of agricultural land  and delayed  and  inaccurate land 
transfer information makes  strategic land use planning difficult. 
Regional  and  local level  land use  planning is hampered  by  an  even 
more unsatisfactory provision of information. 
IV.B.  Social,  political,  economic  and  administrative factors 
that affect  land use patterns  and  the resolution of con-
flicts  over competition for  land 
IV.B.(a)  Government  financial assistance to agriculture 
The  pattern of agricultural land use is determined largely 
by  the prices  of the major  commodities  and  the financial measures 
used by the Government  to aid the various  sectors of the industry. 
The  1979  White  Paper Farming and the Nation  (HMSO,  1979)  is the 
fullest  and  most  recent  exposition of Government  agricultural 
policy.  This  document  advocated  a  continued  expansion of produc-
tion.  A  large part  of Government  expenditure is in the  form  of 
market  regulation under  the  CAP.  The  remaining part of Government 
expenditure. on agriculture consists  of various  grants  and  allow-
ances  designed to help the  industry  'achieve more  efficient 
production'  (Countryside Review Committee,  1978). 
As  well  a~ three livestock production  schemes  there are 
four  capital grant  schemes  intended to  encourage  capital invest-
ment  leading to the  long-term  improvement  of agriculture.  The 
Farm Capital Grant  Scheme  is  a  nationally funded  scheme  open to 
farm businesses  which have  to be  capable,  after completion of 
grant  aided work,  of yielding a  specified minimum  net  annual 
income.  Expenditure  on  a  wide  range  of capital works,  services 
and  fixed  equipment  is eligible including buildings,  roads, 
drainage  and water  supply and waste disposal  systems.  The 
Horticulture Capital Grant  Scheme  provides  grants  for growers 
for  improving their land,  certain buildings,  services  and plant 
and  equipment.  The  Farm  and Horticulture Development  Scheme, 
partly financed  by the  EEC,  is designed to  enable  farmers  and 
growers  whose  incomes  are below the average  earnings  in non-
agricultural industry to achieve  a  'comparable  income'  and 
results  from  EEC  Directive 72/159.  Payments  are made  on 
approved development  plans  that  show at the  end  of the period a 
comparable  income will result for  each person  employed.  Approved 
plans  may  also attract assistance  from  the other schemes  mention-
ed here.  The  Farm Structure  (Payments  to Outgoers)  Scheme  is 
designed to reduce  the number  of uncommercial  farm units  and  is 
partly financed  by  the  EEC. 
The Agricultural  and Horticultural Co-operation Scheme 
provides  grants to assist in production and marketing activities. 
Other grants  are available for setting up  production groups  and 
fruit  and vegetable producers'  organisations.  The Less  Favoured 
Areas  are areas  of hill and upland defined by  the  EEC  in 
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assistance in three main ways.  First, Hill Livestock Compensatory 
Allowances  which are  in effect headage  payments  on cattle and 
sheep  and  are partly financed  by  the  EEC.  Second,  higher rates 
of grant  apply to certain capital expenditure under  the Farm 
Capital Grant  and  Farm  and Horticulture Development  Schemes 
carried out  in the Less  Favoured Areas.  Third,  grants  are 
available to  forage  groups  for machinery purchase. 
All  the  above  schemes  have  land use  effects resulting from 
the injection of some  £175  million in  1976-77  into the  UK  agri-
cultural industry  (Countryside Review  Committee,  1978). 
Government  forestry policy aims  to  expand  timber production 
by planting on  marginal  agricultural land,  mainly  in the uplands 
(Advisory Council,  1978).  A  further  important  aim  is the  effec-
tive integration of forestry and  agriculture.  In its role as  the 
Forest Authority,  the Commission grant  aids  private forestry 
through the Basis III Dedication Scheme  which  makes  grants  for 
planting and  management  provided  owners  follow an agreed plan  of 
operations.  The  rate of grant  was  increased for  the first  time 
in ten years  in October  1977;  it remains  to be  seen whether this 
will help to  stem  the fall in private planting.  The  Commission's 
Small  Woods  Scheme  aids  areas  from  0.25 ha  to  10  ha  and  the 
Countryside  Commission's  amenity planting schemes  aid areas 
under 0.25 ha.  The  Nature  Conservancy Council  gives  grants  for 
tree planting for  conservation purposes.  Such grants  can be 
obtained by both individuals  and  local authorities and.other 
public bodies  for  such  things  as  footpaths,  nature reserves, 
picnic sites and  access  agreements.  In addition to direct 
financial  inducements,  advisory and  information services  are 
becoming  increasingly available  (see for instance Countryside 
Commission,1978  and  Nature  Conservancy Council,  1978). 
IV.B.(b)  Planning and  environmental  legislation 
The  Town  and  Country Planning Act  1971  established  a  two-tier 
system of planning in which  the  upper tier is supposed  to provide 
the strategic or structure plan  and  the  lower tier the tactical 
or local plan.  Structure plans  are normally made  by  the  county 
planning authorities  and  local plans  by  the districts.  Local 
plans  must  conform with the structure plan for their area.  Both 
types  of plan have  to be  drawn  up  following public consultation 
and  structure plans  have  to  be  approved  by  the Secretary of State 
for  the Environment  (in Wales  the Secretary of State for Wales}. 
DOE  Circular 55/77  (DOE,  1977a}  recognises  that  in almost  every 
county the choice between agriculture and  development  will be 
regarded  as  a  1key 1  issue;  in such  cases  the planning authorities 
have  to state their attitude towards  agricultural  land  and  to 
consult  the  MAFF  on  a  continuing basis.  Similarly,  the 'MAFF  has 
to be  consulted by  the district planning authorities during the 
preparation of local plans. 
In general,  permission has  to be  sought  from  the local 
planning authority for development.  With  certain exceptions 
development  is defined  in Section 22  of the Town  and Country 
Planning Act  1971  as  '••••••• the carrying out  of building, 
engineering,  mining or other operations in,  on,  over and  under 
land,  or the making  of any.material  change  in the use  of build-
ings  or other land ••••• •  Subsection  2  defines  exemption to the 
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any building occupied together with land so used•.  The General 
Development  Order  1977  defines  1permitted development•  as  1the 
carrying out  on agricultural land having an area of more  than 
one  acre and  comprised in an agricultural unit of building or 
engineering operations requisite for the use of that  land for 
purposes  of agriculture  (other than the placing on land of 
structures not designed for  those purposes  or the provision of 
dwellings)  so  long as  :-
or 
or is 
the  ground area covered either by itself or by the 
addition of other buildings erected within the pre-
ceding two  years  and within  90m  of such buildings 
does not  exceed  465m2; 
Jm  in height within  Jkm  of an aerodrome  or  12m  in any 
other case; 
within  25m  of the metalled portion of a  trunk or 
classified road.' 
The  above  general permission can be  removed  by the relevant 
Secretary of State confirming an Article 4  Direction to that 
effect.  The  Advisory Council  (1978)  states that  'about  450 
Article  4  Directions have  been referred to the  MAFF  since  1965 1 
for consultation.  Almost all of them  concerned the  removal  of 
agricultural buildings  from  the permitted category and  they are 
most  commonly used in Areas  of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The  · 
Town  and  Country Planning  (Landscape Areas  Special Development) 
Order  1950  established regulations  concerned with the restrict-
ion of agricultural and forestry buildings normally  exempt  from 
'planning permission.  The  areas  concerned  were  mainly in 
National Parks. 
Tree felling is controlled by  several pieces of legislation. 
Section 60  of the Town  and  Country Planning Act  1971  permits  the 
local planning authority to serve  a  tree preservation order on  a 
single or group  of trees or an area of woodland to control 
felling or lopping.  This  cannot  be  made  on dying trees or when 
a  working plan exists as  approved  by the Forestry Commission. 
The  Town  and  Country Amenities  Act  1974  Section  10  revises  the 
penalties for breaking the  above  orders.  The  Forestry Act  1967 
prohibits all felling without Forestry Commission  consent, 
exemptions  being small trees or those within a  planning permis-
sion. 
Since the  Second World  War,  successive governments  have 
sought  to  safeguard  good agricultural land from  development. 
DOE  Circulars 71/71,  24/73  and  75/76  (DOE,  1971,  1973  and  1976) 
and  DOE  Development  Control Policy Note  No.4  - Development  in 
Rural Areas  (DOE,  1977b)  contain current guidance and policy on 
this subject for local planning authorities.  As  Whitby & Willis 
(1978)  have pointed out,  these  show that  government  policy  1is 
to ensure that,  as far as possible,  land of a  higher agricultur-
al quality is not  taken for development  where  land of a  lower 
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greater than is reasonably required for carrying out  the develop-
ment  in accordance with standards•.  Accordingly,  the MAFF  has 
to be  consulted on all planning applications for development  on 
areas  of over  10  acres  (4  ha)  of agricultural land.  In  1977 
there were  1,239  such consultations  (Advisory Council,1978). If 
the MAFF  objects to  the application on  the grounds  that it is 
against  the  long-term agricultural interest and  the local 
planning authority does not  agree,  either they or the  MAFF  can 
ask the  DOE  (or the Welsh Office)  to  •call-in'  the application 
for the Secretary of State to decide.  If he  does  decide  on 
'calling in'  it results in a  local planning inquiry.  The  MAFF 
can also reply to  the  local planning authority by stating the 
agricultural considerations that  should be  borne in mind  or 
certain conditions  (such as restoration after mineral  extrac-
tion)  that  should,  in their view,  be  imposed. 
As  Doyle  & Tranter  (1978)  have  pointed out,  there has  been 
much  recent discussion about  the need to rationalise the whole 
rural planning structure and  especially,  about  the need for 
planners  to consider agriculture in more detail in both 
structure and local plans.  However,  it does  seem  that they are 
hampered in this by the lack of a  co-ordinated national rural 
land use policy and  by the reluctance of the  MAFF  to play a 
more  positive role in putting the agricultural case  forward. 
More  encouragingly,  there are  examples  such as Bedfordshire, 
Hertfordshire,  Kent  and Merseyside  where,  following full 
consultation with MAFF,  agricultural interests have  been 
clearly recognised. 
The  most  important other legislation affecting rural land 
use  (in terms  of area affected}  is that which  enables  the 
designation of National Parks  and Areas  of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty.  At  present nearly 20  per cent of the area of England 
and Wales  is so  affected and  farmers  in such areas are faced 
with various constraints  on their land use affecting for 
instance,  the design and siting of buildings and  the  type of 
cultivations and  land  improvements  that  can be  carried out. 
However,  compensation for  such constraints is becoming more 
common. 
Although  farm wastes  are  excluded  from  the Control of 
Pollution Act  1974,  the  MAFF  has  to  prepare  codes  of practice 
for agricultural waste disposal.  If the regional water authori-
ty suspects  a  farmer is causing,  or might  cause pollution,  they 
can serve  a  notice  on him  to  stopo  Moreover,  the authority may 
prohibit certain activities in certain areas.  With the growth 
of large scale intensive livestock enterprises,  the proplem  of 
farm waste disposal is becoming more  serious  and  there is 
evidence that local authorities are becoming more  strict in 
granting them permission.  The Field Monuments  Act  1972  is 
another piece of legislation with effects  on rural land use. It 
provides  for an  'acknowledged payment'  to be  made  to any land-
owner  who  registers and respects the  status of any monument 
which  could be at risk from agricultural activities such as 
deep  ploughing. 
IV.B.(c).  Compulsory purchase powers  and capital taxation 
The  power to acquire  land for  a  wide variety of 
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reasons has  for many years  been available to public authorities. 
Before the advent  of the Community Land Act  1975,  there were 
three  categories of compulsory purchases  (RICS,1978b): 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
'public general acts,  concerned with  such subjects as 
housing and highways,  under which  land could  (and still 
can)  be  acquired for these special purposes; 
local acts,  giving powers  to particular municipal 
authorities; 
the Town  and  Country Planning Act  1971,  under which there 
is a  more  general power  to acquire land required for 
planning objectives•. 
The  Community Land Act  1975  Section  15  added  to  them;  generally, 
such land is acquired for housing and public  works  purposes. 
The  Community Land  Act  1975  and  the Development  Land Tax 
Act  1976  are  the basis of the  current machinery to enable 
community  ownership  of development  land.  The  objectives are 
stated in the White  Paper ~  (HMSO,  1974)  as: 
(a)  Ito  enable the  community to control the development  of 
land in accordance with its needs  and priorities;  and 
(b)  to restore to the  community  the increase in value of land 
arising from its efforts•. 
The  RICS  (1978b)  have  examined  the  operation of the first year 
of the  Community Land  Scheme  and  found  that it caused no  increase 
in public  land acquisitions.  This  situation is largely due  to 
the recent  financial problems  of local authorities.  The  present 
Conservative Government  announcing when  in Opposition that  they 
intended to repeal the Act if returned to  power has  probably 
also contributed to this situation. 
The  Development  Land Tax  Act  1976 is complex but  in 
essence  the  'realised development  value'  of land is taxed at  a 
high and progressive rate.  The  'realised development  value' 
represents  the difference between net proceeds  from  the land 
sale and  a  'base value',  which broadly takes  into account  the 
value of the asset  in its present  (e.g.  farming)  use  and  expen-
diture which has  been made  on relevant  improvements  (CAS,1978). 
At  present,  the first £10,000  of the gain is exempt  from  the 
tax,  the next  £150,000 is taxed at 66.6 per cent and  the 
remainder at 80  per cent. 
Private forestry planting has  been falling in recent years 
due,  in the main it is thought,  to the harsher treatment  o£ 
woodland  estates by  CTT  than by  E~tate Duty.  As  with agricul-
ture,  the new  tax,  with regards  to forestry is complex but  in 
brief the burden  o£  the  tax depends  on  the  size of the  owner's 
overall estate and  the way he  opts to be  taxed.  In a  situation 
where  ownership is transferred on death,  the tax liability on 
the values  of the  timber  (though not  the  land)  can be  postponed 
until felling.  The net revenue  from  the sale of the timber is 
then charged at the rate applicable to the  top slice of the 
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during the life of the  crop.  Alternatively,  the inheritor can 
elect to have  the value  of the  timber  included in the estate and 
be  taxed accordingly  (Board  of Inland Revenue,1977).  Whichever 
scheme  is chosen,  the woodland  can qualify for  general business 
relief.  This  reduces  the capital value by  50  per cent before  the 
assessment  of tax.  The  option to defer is only applicable  to 
those  estates where  forestry is the main  enterprise but,  where it 
is an ancillary enterprise,  the value  of the woodland  may  qualify 
for agricultural relief.  Although  the new  concessions have  only 
been in operation for  a  relatively short  time,  they are  expected 
to  encourage  more  private forestry planting. 
IV.B.{d).  Non-agricultural  demand  for rural land 
The  countryside is no  longer the sole preserve of those  who 
produce  food  and  timber.  Demand  for rural land for housing, 
industry and  transport;  for minerals  and  aggregates;  for water; 
and  for  a  wide  range  of leisure and  recreation activities has 
been increasing.  The  rate of increase has varied,  but  the  trend 
seems  likely to  continue.  All  these activities however,  cause 
either temporary  or permanent  changes  in the  appearance  or nature 
of the  countryside and  may  easily result in conflict.  Changes  in 
agricultural and  forestry practice,  such as  the  removal  of hedge-
rows  and  planting conifers  in straight lines,  although often 
carried out  for  sound  commercial  reasons,  also alter the rural 
landscape  and  affect wildlife and  are criticised on  th~t score. 
Perhaps  the most  significant trend affecting rural land 
use has  been  the  increase in participation in leisure and 
recreation.  The  future direction and  strength of this trend 
will depend  on  factors  like the level of real disposable  incomes 
and  the price of petrol.  What  is certain is that  large numbers 
of mainly urban dwellers  now  use  the  countryside for  a  wide  range 
of both formal  and  informal  recreation activities  on both daytrip 
and  longer stay basis.  Such activity causes  pressure  on  the rural 
environment  - the very thing that people  come  to  enjoy.  The 
demand  for  land for minerals  and  aggregates  in recent years has 
also  caused land use  problems.  Much  sand  and  gravel and  coal 
for opencast  extraction is found  under  good  quality farm  land. 
Such  farm  land is often the easiest and  cheapest  land to build 
on  for houses  and  industry.  Thus,  conflict often results where, 
as  in National Parks  and Areas  of Outstanding Natural  Beauty, 
many hard rock aggregates  and non-metalliferous minerals  are 
found  whose  extraction tends  to scar the  landscape. 
Such  a  rapidly changing situation as  that described above 
needs  well-founded  and  efficient administrative machinery to 
resolve conflicts.  However,  in England  and  Wales  there  ~s a 
plethora of both national and  local  government  agencies; 
professional  and  special interest groups;  and pressure groups 
including the so-called  'amenity and  conservation lobby';  all 
with different mandates,  responsibilities  and vested interests 
in the  countryside.  This  often causes  confusion,  delays  in land 
use decisions  and  enlargement  of conflicts.  The  next  section 
will  examine  two  problem areas  where  this situation is probably 
at its worst. 
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The urban fringe has  been defined as  'The  land between 
continuous built-up areas  of cities or large  towns  and the  open 
country around.  Land use here is mixed:  some activities are 
rural,  others urban or quasi-urban'  (Countryside Review 
Committee,  1977).  The  area of the urban fringe has never been 
measured but  some  idea of its magnitude  can be  obtained  from 
the work of Coleman  (1977)  who  found  that,  in 1963  in 13 
countries it was  over twice as  large as  the urban area.  The 
urban fringe  provides  a  location for  'residual'  urban  land uses 
such as airfields,  sewerage works,  mineral workings  and  playing 
fields.  Sandwiched  between  these uses  are large areas  of farm-
land,  some  of high quality.  Much  of this,  however,  takes  the 
form  of  'an unkempt,  neglected landscape of poor pasture,  weedy 
arable land,  untrimmed hedges,  derelict woodland  (often acting 
as unofficial rubbish dumps)  and deteriorating farm  equipment 
and buildings'  (Wibberley,  1976}. 
Agriculture is the major urban fringe  land use  and  'the 
basis of its landscape  character'  (Standing Conference,  1977). 
However,  several factors result in the  land being farmed in-
efficiently and prevent  the  landscape  from  being maintained. 
Fragmentation of holdings  by  expanding urban development  is 
probably the most  serious  and  in some  cases this threatens  the 
viability of the  farm business.  Trespass and vandalism are 
often cited as  problems,  (e.g.  MAFF,  1973 & 1976c)  and because 
of them  livestock farming is frequently abandoned.  Much  urban 
fringe  farmland  is under-used  or under-farmed  due  to it being 
subject to planning permission for development  or under  a 
threat  (whether real or imagined)  of change  of use  so  that 
farmers  are unwilling to invest in improvements  in farm  infra-
structure and maintenance.  This  situation is  sometimes  self-
imposed,  with farmers  deliberately farming  •to quit'  in the 
hope  that they will be  able to sell land for development  for  a 
large capital gain.  Where  the  above  factors  exist the quality 
of the landscape inevitably suffers  from  the poorly maintained 
buildings,  pasture and  field boundaries.  In short,  a  range  of 
land use pressures interact with farming  to create uncertainty 
which results in an untidy and  often under-used or derelict 
landscape. 
As  Doyle & Tranter  {197~ pointed out,  'planners,  particu-
larly in the London Green Belt  and  the North-West,  are now 
acu,tely aware  of the problems  of the urban fringe  and are try-
ing to protect the  considerable areas  of high quality farmland 
that still exist.  An  encouraging feature  of recent efforts to 
contain the problem has been the increasing amount  of co-
operation between local authorities,  interest groups  and 
government  agencies  involved in the urban fringelo  The policies 
that have  evolved are in effect a  series of remedial actions 
which have recognised that agriculture is only one  urban fringe 
land use,  albeit an  important  one,  and  they can be  divided into 
three broad  strands. 
First, at the strategic level plans for  'buffer zones' 
have been established to break up  the various  land uses  and 
to protect areas of farmlando  An  example  of this thinking is 
the creation of zones  for recreation,  often in the form  of 
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recreation on other areas.  Second,  programmes  of education and 
interpretation,  many  stimulated by the Countryside  Commission 
and  implemented  by  local authorities,  have  been established to 
make  the  public  more  aware  of the  countryside  and better able 
to understand it.  Third,  various  management  schemes  for the 
urban fringe have  been set up  with warden  services  to  coordi-
nate activities. 
Despite  such initiatives,  many still feel  that new  powers 
are needed  by both central and  local government  to deal with 
the  problems  of the urban fringe.  The  Advisory Council  (1978) 
suggests  that  controls  on  the restoration of derelict land and 
the appearance  of farm  buildings  should be  tightened and  that, 
the  MAFF  should adopt  a  more  positive role  towards  agricu+ture 
in the urban fringe  and  step up  educational activities.  The 
Standing Conference  (1977)  has  strongly advocated that  the  DOE 
should formulate  a  'Countryside Fringe Policy'  specifying 
priority areas  for various  land uses,  they also  recommended 
that  the MAFF  should consider measures  to  improve  the urban 
fringe  landscape by giving grants or other financial  induce-
ments. 
The  other areas  of continuing conflict over rural  land 
use matters are  the hills and  uplands,  particularly those areas 
designated as National Parks.  Livestock rearing and  forestry 
are currently the most  important  commercial activities but 
recreation is becoming more  important  in terms  both of area 
affected and  of financial benefits.  Water  supply,  mineral 
extraction,  nature conservation and  defence  purposes  are also 
locally important  and usually competing.  Like  the urban fringe, 
the hills and uplands  suffer from  acute physical,  social and 
economic  problems  which  include  low  temperatures  and  a  short 
growing season,  steep slopes  and  poor soils,  a  declining and 
ageing population with  few  transport facilities as well  as  poor 
social,  medical  and  educational  services. 
All  the various  economic activities in these areas have 
their different  sectoral interest groups  and  government  agencies 
and,  although it is believed that they can co-exist in an  integra-
ted fashion whilst reducing conflicts,  the need for more  co-
ordination between  land uses has  been argued  (see for  instance, 
Tranter,  1978).  Further complications  over land use matters 
arise from  the  fact  that  in the hills and  uplands  the boundaries 
of local and  other authorities frequently bear no  relation to 
geographical factors.  Many  of the policies and measures  that 
affect  the hills and  uplands  apply nationally and  are set either 
by central government  or,  and  increasingly so,  by  the European 
Commission.  However,  the  character and  problems  of say Exmoor 
are very different  from  those of Central Wales  and merit differ-
ent  treatment. 
Policies to arrest depopulation and  stabilise and  improve 
incomes  in the hills and uplands  need  to  be  discussed and 
implemented at  a  local level.  Currently the greatest proportion 
of government  assistance for  the hills and  uplands  goes directly 
to  farming,  but it is just one  form  of land use  and  seldom 
shows  a  good  return in  job creation terms  for  the  investment  of 
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public  funds.  Suggestions  for  the  improvement  of the problems 
of the hills and uplands  - and  indeed for all rural land use 
problems  - have  tended to have  one  main  point in common,  the 
need  for  a  national rural land use strategy that has  regio~al 
and  local level  components.  Furthermore it has  been  sugge.sted 
that this strategy should be  implemented  by multi-purpose 
development  agencies with broad remits.  The  model  for  such an 
agency might  well  be  the Highlands  and Islands Development 
Board which was  set up  in 1965  to assist the people of the 
Highlands  and Islands to  improve  their economic  and  social 
'conditions  and  to  enable the Highlands  and Islands  to play a 
more  effective part in the  economic  and  social development  of 
the nation;  it is responsible to the Secretary of State for 
Scotland and  funded  by grant-in-aid from  the Treasury,  with a 
current  annual  budget  of about  £11  million.  The Highlands  and 
Islands in the context  of the Board,  covers  about half the 
land-mass  of Scotland including all the significant islands 
except  the Cumbraes  in the Firth of Clyde,  but it contains  a 
total population of only about  322,000.  Much  of the Board's 
work  concerns  agriculture and  forestry,  fishing and  tourism. 
However,  it also offers direct assistance  towards  the capital 
funding of industrial,  craft and  selected commercial  projects 
through grants,  low-interest  loans and/or subscription for 
shares  (Farquharson,  1978).  It has  done  much  to lessen conflict 
and  promote  economic  and  social wellbeing in its area in the 
last decade. 
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Farming in the  UK  has  undergone  two  radical transformations 
this century;  first,  a  technical  and structural revolution in 
which mechanisation and the use  of more,  and more  sophisticated, 
capital inputs has  combined with lees labour in the  operation of 
increasingly specialised,  larger-scale units of production, 
second,  a  revolution in landownership  in which  a  90  per cent 
landlord-tenant  system at the beginning of the  century has  given 
way  to  a  mainly owner-occupier  one.  Associated with this shift 
in ownership has  been a  complete reversal of the fortunes  of the 
market  in farmland  from  the depths  of depression in the  1920's 
and  through much  of the  1930's to  the  apparently inflation proof 
price levels of the  1970's.  With  those changes,  has  gone  the 
shift from  the old landlord to the new  farmer-owner  class of 
the problems  of land purchase  and transfers,  as well as  the 
other management  and  investment  problems  that landownership 
bestows  together with wealth increases  on  a  scale and rapidity 
which  can have  few  comparable historical precedents. 
In spite of these  fundamental  and  far reaching changes 
farming is still dominated in terms  of numbers  of businesses by 
smaller units;  family  ownership  and  management  are the rule, 
companies  are still relatively few  and  the great majority of 
farms  are run either as proprietorships or partnerships;' simple 
patterns of finance  prevail and relatively few  businesses are 
heavily indebtedo  The  numbers  of farms  have  declined  steadily 
for  several decades  and  the hired workforce has  fallen  even 
more  rapidly,  but,  with heavy  investment  in capital of all sorts 
including large-scale fixed  equipment,  output has risen.  At  the 
same  time,  the overall level of indebtedness of the industry has 
been reduced not  increased.  In part,  this is due  to the fact 
that the  farm businesses that have disappeared have  tended  to  be 
the  smaller  so  that the growth required of the  survivors has 
been considerably less than  a  comparison of the  change  in 
overall average  sizes of businesses might  have  suggested,  in 
part, it is due  to the asset  enhancing and  debt  and risk reduc-
ing effects of rising land prices. 
Although these  changes  are far reaching and multi-dimension-
al and,  although they are in no  small  measure  due  to legislation, 
nevertheless,  they can not  be  documented fully and  in depth. 
Indeed,  much  of this  study has  been directed towards  the detailed 
and multi-strand examination of work  from  a  wide variety of 
sources  and authorities who  employed  samples,  at different  times 
and in different areas,  in order to achieve different  ends  and 
therefore used different  concepts  and definitions. 
The  truth is that Official Statistics have  been  concerned 
neither,  to monitor structural change  and associated character-
istics of factor  employment  nor,  to  study efficiency and produc-
tivity in ways  permitting structural and tenurial relationships 
to be identified.  Ownership has never been  a  subject of major 
interest although legislation drafted over  a  century has 
increasingly favoured  tenants  and  owner-occupiers  and penalised 
landlords,  both on tenancy and  on wealth ownership  grounds. 
Nowhere  is  this reluctance of government  and  society to 
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clearer than in its failure to register landownership.  An  attempt 
to set up  a  system of registration of the  ownership  of land was 
first made  in 1862 but it failed.  Then,  in 1925  an Act  wa~ 
passed requiring the registration of title as  revealed by 
investigation for  the first conveyance  of a  property after an 
area became  subject  to the Act.  In spite of the clear advan-
tages of a  ready knowledge  of good  and  secure title there was 
little progress  made  for many years  and,  even now,  there are 
relatively few  counties where registration of title is wholly 
compulsory.  Moreover,  the whole  scheme is strongly slanted 
towards  the more  urbanised counties and,  where  only partially 
compulsory,  towards  the urban areas.  The  fact  that registration 
is compulsory in areas lived in by almost  34 million people 
reflects this.  Conversely,  areal and  therefore farming coverage 
is proportionately much less.  At  no  time has  land registry 
data been on  a  sufficient scale to contribute significantly to 
our knowledge  of the  ownership of farmland.  It was  not 
designed for  such  a  purpose  and  there are no  signs that it is 
intended to use it in that way. 
The deficiencies of Official Statistics for  the study of 
structural change  in farming  simply reflect the fact  that they 
were  not  designed for that purpose.  Those deficiencies have 
been thoroughly explored in the text and will only be referred 
to briefly at this stage.  They  embrace  the following.  First, 
they have .never been  concerned much with farms  as  individual 
production units and businesses but have,  in the main,  been 
designed to arrive at overall production patterns in national, 
county and  to  a  lesser extent parish terms.  Because of this a 
serious  confusion over holdings  and  farms  has arisen and  over 
what  is meant  by  a  part-time farm.  Second,  our knowledge  of 
landownership is restricted to  a  series of secondary and usually 
small-scale enquiries often based  on indirect and not  entirely 
satisfactory data.  That  this should be  so reflects in no  small 
measure  the resistance to enquiry of the politically well-
entrenched landlord class over the centuries.  It may yet work 
to their more  serious disadvantage.  Third,  the  on-going, 
University farm  coatings  schemes  (the FMS)  have  operated  on  the 
basis of a  working convention which treated all farms  as if they 
were rented.  Consequently,  differences  stemming  from  landowner-
ship and  associated farm business  finance have never been proper-
ly isolated and  inter-tenure comparisons  of performance and 
motivation have not been possible.  In particular,  the burden 
of farm  purchase indebtedness  over time,  together with farmers' 
management  reactions to  such burdens  on  the  one  hand  and capital 
gains  on the other,  remain neglected yet vital subjects for  the 
appraisal of structural change.  Fourth,  after many years  of 
official neglect of the subject of land prices made  good,  so 
far as data allowed,  by the painstaking and resourceful use of 
recorded  information on auction sales by researchers  from  the 
Oxford University Institute of Agricultural Economics,  there 
is now  a  full coverage of the subject from  a  wide  range  of 
points of view. 
Although the poverty of statistical data about  ownership 
and  about  the  efficiency of owner-occupier farming,  relative to 
that of tenants  (and their landlords)  might  not of itself be 
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to society's clearly legislated standpoint against the private 
landlord and against the larger owner-occupier.  Even now  (late 
1979)  the marked  superiority o£ Scottish statistics has 
continued £or  so  long that, it is doubtful whether the rest o£ 
the countries intend to follow their lead.  Moreover,  the 
Ministry o£ Agriculture's  small  scale landownership  survey  o£ 
the Wyre  Forest  seems  by no  means  certain to be  extended quickly 
to the whole  country and  the report  o£ the Northfield Committee 
o£ Enquiry into Landownership  set up  under  the last Labour 
Government  has not been greeted enthusiastically by the recently 
elected Conservative  one. 
The beneficial effects of ownership  on  land use are regular-
ly assumed  even i£ seldom explicitly stated  b~t,what evidence 
there is relating to  farming in the United Kingdom  by no  means 
establishes this supposition.  Owner-occupier  £arming is 
immobile geographically,  as well as  in terms  of entrepreneurial 
and capital recruitment;  moreover,  in the face  of rising land 
prices and  increasing wealth and capital gains taxation,  land 
transfers between  farm  and  farm have  become  fewer,  also  owner-
occupiers have,  quite clearly,  overinvested  (with the help of 
generous  government  aid)  in buildings.  In summary,  there is 
now  a  good  deal  o£  evidence to suggest that,  on the smaller 
£arms  at any rate,  the accrual  of capital gains  on  owned  land is 
probably resulting in significantly less efficient utilisation 
of resources  than is achieved by tenant farmers. 
Insofar as  present legislation represents  a  determined 
effort to see that society's express wishes  regarding wealth 
taxation are carried out  and not  avoided,  as  was  Estate Duty, 
by the well advised and better endowed,  it is to be welcomed. 
However,  as  the chapter by Professor Miles  shows,  there can 
be  tremendous variations in the amount  of C~ that is levied 
simply as  a  result of a  few  judicious adjustments in the owner-
ship situation.  Moreover,  these involve no  fundamental  altera-
tion in management,  or  even wealth,  distribution.  Also,  as 
Mrs.  Abecassis's work  shows,  the resources  currently devoted to 
'arranging'  ownership of land  (and  other forms  of wealth)  are 
not  only  enormous  but entirely unproductive  since they are 
designed  solely to frustrate the efforts of the legislators. 
The result is that,  the correctness of the decision about  when, 
to whom  and how  to transfer a  farm business is not  something to 
be settled according to resource use criteria but is properly, 
and  almost  entirely,  to be  reached  on the grounds  of fiscal 
advantage. 
The  complexity of the legislation as it now  stands.raises 
serious doubts  about  the efficiency o£ its application,  even  on 
its own  terms.  Not  only does  such complexity stand in the most 
marked  contrast to the simplicity of farming business  forms  and 
financial  arrangements but,  the ways  landowning and new  tenancy 
arrangements are developing suggest that legislators might  be 
producing effects diametrically opposed to those they intended. 
Moreover,  as  the  experience of the Northern Ireland Land Acts 
shows,  where all the parties are willing to cooperate to frus-
trate legislation a  completely new  system outside its reach can 
quickly become  established.  Together with the  evidence  from 
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suggest  that there  comes  a  time  when  legislation is likely to 
benefit  only the current generation of farmers  and  be  positively 
harmful  to their successors  when  viewed  on  any socially or 
economically appropriate time  scale. 
Whatever  society's views  on the  justification of private 
Olntership of wealth- and  few  would regard them as well worked 
out  - it would not  seem  inappropriate to hope  that we  may yet 
save what  is best of the classical landlord-tenant  system of 
farming  in this country and that wealth in the form  of land, 
and  however  owned,  will not be  singled out  for more  severe 
treatment  than other forms  of wealth.  Whatever its full  expla-
nation,  the  continuing presence of the traditional landlord to 
which Forse draws  attention is something not lightly to be 
legislated away.  Moreover,  the apparent unwillingness of UK 
citizens to  embrace  an accessions  tax,  in which tax paid is 
calculated according to  the amount  of wealth received  so  that 
its wider  spread is encouraged,  is not  easy to understand. 
Capital taxation aside,  especially the treatment  of land-
lords  - on  that  score as well as  regarding their rents as  'un-
earned'income  - by the standards which apply widely in Western 
Europe  today,  the market  in farmland  in Britain is remarkably 
free.  Landownership is not restricted either according to who 
may  own it nor to what  extent.  Indeed,  two  of the more  inter-
esting developments  in recent years have been the  emergence  of 
new part-time farmers  who  do  not have  traditional farming,  or 
even rural,  backgrounds  and  the growth of institutional owner-
ship of farmland,  partly replacing the  old private landlord and 
partly enabling owner-occupiers  who  wished  to  do  so  to  'cash-in' 
their capital gains to invest in working capital.  In addition, 
and  in many  ways  an  even more  striking development paralleling 
both these  changes has been the  growth of farm businesses  -
referred to by Hill - which are exceptionally large by European 
standards. 
Although the  evidence  assembled  by the University agricul-
tural economists  in their farm  costing studies do  not  point 
clearly to the possibilities of increasing or  even constant 
returns to scale the proprietors of these businesses have not 
been deterred.  They are unique in several respects.  First, 
they are the main,  if not the only,  current  example  of  any 
importance of newly  formed  large scale farm businesses,  second, 
they are based  on hired managerial  expertise which they wish to 
employ  on  a  career basis,  third,  they are linked to newly 
recruited landownership whose  ties are not  traditional and rural. 
It is interesting to note that the movement  towards  larger-scale 
farms  has  occurred relatively slowly over the postwar years 
except  where  the finance  of landownership has  been met  from  the 
outside,  as it were,  by City financiers  and that,  this spurt in 
the formation of large farms  stands in very marked contrast to 
corresponding developments  in the depression years of the  1920s 
and  1930s.  At  that time  land was  readily available but  only 
persons  of exceptional talent, vision and  courage believed it 
was  cheap  and  therefore  a  sound  investment. It was  also  a  time 
of exceptional  farmer mobility southwards  and  eastwards  - again 
in marked  contrast to today's  immobile  situation with farmers 
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cheaper land. 
The  sorts of owners  and managers  involved in and  on these 
farms  and  the new urban based part-time farmers  who  are now  so 
important,  especially in the South East,differ markedly from 
the  small  farmers  who  have disappeared  so rapidly in recent 
decades.  It has  been argued  (Raup,  1977)  that this new  type 
of management  and finance is likely to react much more  quickly 
than the traditional forms  to profit margins  and  capital gains 
and that the great merit of the  smaller family-run and 
financed  type of farm business has  been in its ability to 
withstand risk.  As  Raup  has  put it 'In the short-run, mobili-
zation of capital may  be  more  easily achieved by large-scale 
non-proprietory or corporate units. In the long run,  the costs 
of this capital will have  to be  covered by the price of food, 
or the capital will be withdrawn.  Family type  farmers will hold 
land capital at lower cost and without  forcing the full costs 
of carrying this capital into the national  food bill  •••••  A 
population of viable family-type  farms  is thus not  only more 
efficient in promoting innovation and adaption to technological 
change,  it will also carry the required capital stock at lower 
rates of return•. 
The  need therefore,  is to balance at the margin,  present 
and future  gains  from  production returns  to scale against costs 
in terms  of reduced risk-bearing capacity.  However,  the 
general tenor of the arguments  assembled in this text,  and the 
data on which  they are based,  is far from  suggesting that they 
are solidly grounded  on the  evidence  of past performances  or on 
a  sure appreciation of the  socio-economic  trade-offs to be 
achieved between classes  on either the shorter or longer term. 
Needless  to say what  has been and is being legislated in the 
name  of economic  and,  or,  social justice has yet fully to work 
itself out. 
Curiously,  apart  from  being weighted against  the private 
farming landlord  (especially the larger)  and the large  owner-
occupied farmer,  there have been very few restrictions placed 
on land use  and  ownership in the UK.  Early attempts to set 
up Rural Development  Boards,  amongst  other things,  to  improve 
the working of the  farmland market  and hence  farming's  struc-
ture by allowing them  to buy land and  either sell or lease it 
out again,proved short-lived in the face  of the first signs of 
political opposition.  Only  two  were  proposed and only one  of 
those  ever operated.  The Highlands  and Islands Development 
Board,  active and  innovative as it is, has had its way made 
easier by the fact that it operates in an area which is 
sparsely populated,  obviously disadvantaged and geographically 
isolated;  even  so it believes it does not  have  adequate  powers 
to  do  its job properly.  For the rest London's  associated Green 
Belt legislation has never  looked like being extended to national 
land  use  zoning;  nor does  planning machinery to vet  individual 
development  projects guarantee that sooietyts·longer term and 
multi-sectoral aims  can also be met.  All the pleas for better 
planning and  more  constructive and purposeful consideration of 
farming needs  do  not necessarily achieve that  end.  Indeed,  there 
are good  grounds  for believing that the  complexity of the 
230 situation must  make  attempts  to  do  so  by legislation both costly 
and  perhaps,  in the  end,  self defeating. 
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Farming  in  the  UK  has  undergone  two  radical  transformations  this  century:  first  a 
technical  and  structural  revolution  towards  larger-scale  increasingly  specialized  and 
highly mechanized  units  of production  with  much  less  labour and,  second, a social 
revolution changing the landlord-tenant system of the beginning of the century into a 
mainly owner-occupier one. 
Today farming is  dominated in  terms of numbers of businesses by smaller units: family 
ownerhip and management are the rule, companies are stil relatively few and the great 
majority of farms are  run either as  proprietorships or partnerships; simple patterns of 
finance prevail and relatively few businesses are heavily indebted. 
Legislation  to  regulate  the  ownership  of  land  is  extremely complex and  in  general 
weighted against  the private landlord and  the large owner-occupier.  It seems  not to 
favour a rational use of resources. 
Most interesting developments in recent years  have been the emergence of new part-
time  farmers  who do  not  have  traditional  farming  backgrounds and  the  growth  of 
(private) institutional ownership of farmland, and the growth of farm business which are 
exceptionally large by European standards. 
This  study is  only published in  English No.1 
No.2 
No.3 
No.4 
No.5 
No.6 
No.7 
No.8 
No.9 
No. 10 
No. 11 
No. 12 
No. 13 
No. 14 
No. 15 
No. 16 
No. 17 
No. 18 
No. 19 
No. 20 
No. 21 
No. 22 
Information on Agriculture 
Credit to agriculture 
I.  France, Belgium, GO Luxembourg 
Credit to agriculture 
II.  Federal  Republic of Germany 
Credit to agriculture 
Ill.  Italy 
Credit to agriculture 
IV.  The Netherlands 
Map of  the  duration of the  vegetationperiod  in  the Member 
States of the Community 
Models for analysis mixed crop and cattle farms 
Basic  techno-economic  data:  Schwabisch-bayerisches  Huggel-
and (Federal  Republic of Germany) 
Models for analysis mixed crop and cattle farms 
Basic  techno-economic data: South-East Leinster (Ireland), West 
Cambridgeshire (United Kingdom), Funen (Denmark) 
Provisions on bovine husbandry 
Forms of cooperation in the fishing industry 
- Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom 
The milk and beef markets in the Community 
- A  regional approach for the achievement of equilibrium 
The contribution of the "mountain communities" in Italy to the 
development of hill farming 
The Italian "enti di sviluppo agricola" (agricultural development 
bodies) in the structural reform 
- Adjustment problems and prospects 
Markets  for  fresh  lemons  and  lemon  juice  in  the  European 
Community 
Pesticide residues in tobacco and tobacco products 
I.  General report 
Water content of frozen or deep-frozen poultry. 
- Examination of methods of determination 
Methods for the detection of the viruses of certain diseases in 
animals and animal products 
Veterinary Vaccines 
- A comparative analysis of regulations in the Member States for 
three major diseases 
The foreseeable trend in world availabilities of agricultural pro-
ducts and the consequences for the Community 
I.  Wheat, feed grain, sugar- Summary 
The foreseeable trend in world availabilities of agricultural pro-
ducts and the consequences for the Community 
II.  Beef, sheepmeat, milk products 
Forms of cooperation between farms for production and market-
ing in the new Member States 
Objectivation of the bacteriological and organoleptic quality of 
milk for consumption 
Evaluation  of the  hygien1c  problems  related  to  the  chilling of 
poultry carcasses 
Year 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
Languages 
F 
D 
F 
E 
N 
F 
D 
D 
E 
F 
E 
D 
E 
E 
F 
F 
E 
F 
E 
E 
E 
D 
F 
D 
F 
E 
E 
E No. 23 
No. 24 
No. 25 
No. 26 
No. 27 
No. 28 
No. 29 
No. 30 
No. 31 
No. 32 
No. 33 
No. 34 
No. 35 
No. 36 
No. 37 
No. 38 
No. 39 
No. 40 
No. 41 
Pesticide residues in tobacco products 
II.  Plant protection products used - Legislation -
Methods of analysis 
Practical means for the application of methods of integrated pest 
control 
Forestry  problems and  their implications for  the  environment 
in the member States of the EC 
I.  Results and recommendations 
Pesticide residues in tobacco and tobacco products 
Ill.  Pesticide residues found in tobacco-
Toxicological aspects of residues in tobacco 
The  marketing  of  imported  fruit  and  vegetables  in  the  EC 
Credit to agriculture in the EC  Member States 
- A comparative analysis 
The cost of first processing and  packing of unworked tobacco 
produced in the Community 
Review of pre-slaughter Stunning in the EC 
Forestry problems and their implications for the environment in 
the Member States of the EC 
II.  Access of the public to forests and their use for recreational 
purposes 
Forestry  problems and their implications for the environment in 
the Member States of the EC 
Ill.  Position,  development and  problems  of  mechanization  of 
stand establishment and timber harvesting 
Forestry problems and their implications for the environment in 
the Member States of the EC 
IV.  State aid for the financing of forestry measures in forests not 
owned by the State 
Forestry problems and their implications for the environment in 
the Member States of the EC 
V.  Systems  of  forest  taxation  and  the  tax  liability  of  private 
forest holdings 
Projections for the agricultural sector 
- Forecasts  of  the  trends  in  farm  structures  and  factor  in-
put in agriculture in the EC 
I.  Theoretical basis and analysis of existing studies 
The foreseeable trend in world availabilities of agricultural pro-
ducts and the consequences for the Community 
Ill.  Oils and fats, protein products 
Models for analysis mixed crop and cattle farms 
- Basic  techno-economic data:  Bassin  de Rennes (France) 
Determination of the proportion of lean meat on pig carcasses 
using the Danish KSA-equipment 
Models for analysis mixed crop and cattle farms 
- Basic  techno-economic data: Volvestre (France) 
Influence on health of different fats  in food 
Models for analysis mixed crop and cattle farms 
- Basic  techno-economic data  East-Aberdeenshire (Scotland) 
Year 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1977 
Languages 
F 
E 
F 
D 
F 
E 
F 
E 
F 
E 
F 
I 
F 
E 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
F 
D 
E 
F 
E 
F 
E Year  Languages 
No. 42  Water content of frozen or deep-frozen poultry  1977  F 
- Examination of methods of determination: turkeys  E 
No. 43  A  prognosis  and  simulation  model  for  the  EC  cereals  market  1978  D 
Part  1:  Bases,  conception  of  the  model  and  quantification  of 
factors determining supply and price formation 
Section  1:  Theoretical bases and conception 
No. 44  A  prognosis  and  simulation  model  for  the  EC  cereals  market  1978  D 
Part  1:  Bases,  conception  of  the  model  and  quantification  of  E 
factors determining supply and price formation 
Section  II:  Development  and  factors  determining  supply  and 
cereal producer prices 
No. 45  Cereals and meat in Eastern  Europe  1978  D 
Section I: Text  E 
No. 46  Cereals and meat in Eastern  Europe  1978  D 
Section II: Tables  E 
No. 47  The spreading of animal excrement on utilized agricultural areas  1978  F 
of the Community  N 
I.  Scientific bases for the limitation of quantities and criteria for  E 
rules thereon 
No. 48  The spreading of animal excrement on utilized agricultural areas  1978  D 
of the Community 
II.  Characterization of the region with intensive animal farming 
A.  Report 
No. 49  The spreading of animal excrement on utilized agricultural areas  1978  D 
of the Community 
II.  Characterization of the region with intensive animal farming 
B.  Statistical data:  Basic  regional data and coefficients 
No. 50  The spreading of animal excrement on utilized agricultural areas  1978  D 
of the Community 
II.  Characterization of the region with intensive animal farming 
C.  Statistical data: Regional concentration of animal farming 
No. 51  The spreading of animal excrement on utilized agricultural areas  1978  N 
of the Community  F 
Ill.  Summary and conclusions  E 
D 
No. 52  The structural and socio-economic situation and development in  1978  F 
the agricultural regions of the Community 
I.  Report 
No. 53  The structural and socio-economic situation and development in  1978  F 
the agricultural regions of the Community 
II.  Explanatory annexes and statistical data by major regions 
No. 54  The structural and socio-economic situation and development in  1978  F 
the agricultural regions of the Community 
Ill.  The statistical  data  for the 376  districts on which the report 
is  based 
No. 55  Possibilities for and  constraints on  the marketing of fruits and  1978  F 
vegetables meeting defined quality standards 
No. 56  System of codification for forest reproductive material  1978  D 
A.  Text  F(l) 
No. 57  System of codification for forest reproductive material  1978  D 
B.  Main Commodity Catalogue 
( 1)  In preparation No. 58 
No. 59 
No. 60 
No. 61 
No. 62 
No. 63 
No. 64 
No. 65 
No. 66 
No. 67 
No. 68 
No. 69 
No. 70 
No. 71 
No. 72 
No. 72 
No. 73 
No. 74 
System of codification for forest reproductive material 
C.  Catalogue of Poplars of commercial value, Index of Provenan-
ces,  Catalogue of Qualities, Index of Tree Species 
Gross  margins  for  agricultural  products  in  the  Italian  regions 
Additional Quality standards for chicken and eggs 
Microbiology and shelf-life of chilled poultry carcasses 
Effects  on the environment of the abandonment of agricultural 
land 
Agricultural situation and food supply in certain Arab and Medi-
terranean countries and their foreseeable development 
I.  Trends and prospects by area and by product 
Agricultural situation and food supply in certain Arab and Medi-
terranean countries and their foreseeable development 
II.  Methodological and statistical annexes 
Projections for the agricultural sector 
- Forecasts of the trends in farm structures and factor input in 
agriculture in the EC 
II.  Analysis and forecasts, empirical results- General part 
Projections for the agricultural sector 
- Forecasts of the trends in farm structures and factor input in 
agriculture in the EC 
Ill.  Analysis and forecasts, empirical results- Report by country 
Water content of frozen or deep-frozen poultry 
Examination  of  methods  of determination:  Guinea-fowls  and 
ducks 
Possibilities  of  reduction  of  the  quantities  of  phyto-sanitary 
products employed in agriculture 
Dehydratation of green fodder in the EC 
- Technical and economic study 
Development of uniform methods for pig carcass  classification 
in the EC 
Water content of frozen or deep-frozen poultry 
- Comparison of methods of determination 
The  problems  of  oriental  tobacco  production  in  the  EC 
Maps 
Factors  influencing  ownership,  tenancy,  mobility  and  use  of 
farmland in  Denmark 
Factors  influencing  ownership,  tenancy,  mobility  and  use  of 
farmland in the United Kingdom 
( 1)  In preparation. 
Year 
1978 
1978 
1978 
1978 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1980 
Languages 
D 
F 
E 
D 
F(1) 
E 
F 
F 
D 
E 
D 
E 
F 
E 
F 
F 
E 
E 
F 
D(l) 
I 
F 
E(l) 
E 
E Salgs- og  abonnementskontorer  ·  Vertriebsburos  ·  rpacp&ia  nwAi)o&wc;  · 
Sales  Offices  ·  Bureaux  de  vente  ·  Uffici  di  vendita  ·  Verkoopkantoren 
Belgique - Belgie 
Moniteur beige - Belgisch  Staatsblad 
Rue  de  Louvain  40-42 - Leuvensestraat 40-42 
1000  Bruxelles - 1  000 Brussel 
Tel.  512  00  26 
Sous-depots - Agentschappen  . 
Ltbrairie  europeenne - Europese  Boekhandel 
Rue  de  Ia  Loi  244  - Wetstraat  244 
1  040  Bruxelles - 1  040  Brussel 
CREDOC 
Rue  de  Ia Montagne 34 - Bte  11  - Bergstraat 34 
-Bus  11 
1  000  Bruxelles - 1  000  Brussel 
Danmark 
Schultz  Forlag 
M0ntergade  21 
1116  Kobenhavn  K 
Til  (01)  12  11  95 
Underagentur : 
Europa  B0ger 
Gammel  Torv  6 - Postbox  137 
1004  K0benhavn  K 
Til  (01)  15  62  73 
BR  Deutschland 
Verlag  Bundesanzeiger 
Breite  Stra13e  - Postfach  1  0  80  06 
5000  Kbln  1 
Tel.  (0221)  21  03  48 
(Fernschreiber  : Anzeiger  Bonn  8  882  595) 
'EUtu; 
I  K  'EJ...w&epou~6.KT]C: A. E 
N[Kf1C:  4 
'A&r']va  (126) 
Tf1A.  3226323 
TtAE~ 219410 elef 
npaKT6pWOT]  : 
Bt~AtonwAELO M6AXO 
6156c;  T  OL~LOKT; 1  0 
8EOOOAOVlKf1 
Tf1A.  275  271 
TtAE~ 412885  limo 
France 
Service de vente en  France des publicattons des 
Communautes  europeennes 
Journal offtctel 
26.  rue  Desa1x 
75732  Paris  Cedex  15 
Tel  (1)  578  61  39 
" Service  de  documentation" 
D.E.P.P.  - Maison  de  !'Europe 
37,  rue  des  Francs-Bourgeois 
75004  Paris 
Tel.  887  96  50 
Ireland 
Government Publications 
Sales  Off1ce 
G.P.O.  Arcade 
Dublin  1 
or  by  post 
Stationery Office 
Dublin  4 
Tel  78  96  44 
ltalia 
Ltbreria  della  Stato 
P1azza  G.  Verdi,  10 
00198 Roma- Tel  (6)  8508 
Telex  62008 
Nederland 
Staatsdrukkerij- en  uitgeverijbedrijf 
Christoffel  Plantijnstraat 
Postbus  20014 
2500EA  's-Gravenhage 
Tel  (070)  78  99  11 
United  Kingdom 
H. M.  Stationery Offtce 
P 0. Box  569 
London  SE1  9NH 
Tel.  (01)  928  69  77.  ext.  365 
Grand-Duche de  Luxembourg 
*  ** 
Espana 
Libreria  Mundi-Prensa 
Castell6  37 
Madrid  1 
Tel  275  46  55 
Portugal 
Livraria  Bertrand,  s.a r.l 
Rua  Joao de  Deus - Venda  Nova 
Amadora 
Tel.  97  45  71 
Telex  12 709 - litran  - p. 
Schwelz - Suisse - Svlzzera 
Libratrie  Payot 
6,  rue  Grenus 
1211  Geneve 
Tel.  31  89  50 
Sverlge 
Librairie C.E.  Fritzes 
Regeringsgatan  12 
Box  16356 
103  27  Stockholm 
Tel  08-23  89  oo 
United  States  of America 
European  Community Information  Service 
2100  M  Street,  N.W. 
Suite  707 
Washington,  D.C.  20  037 
Tel  (202)  862  95  00 
Andre  Iande  ·  Andere  Lander  ·  "AAA£<;  xwp£<;  ·  Other  countries  ·  Autres  pays  ·  Altrl  paesl  ·  Andere  Ianden 
Kontoret for De europceiske Fcellesskabers offic1elle Publikationer · Amt fur amtliche Verciffentlichungen der Europaischen Gemeinschaften · 
'YnT]pEoia  'Emm'u.lwv  'EKi56oEwv  Tfuv  Eupwna"iKwv  KoLvoTr']Twv  ·  Off1ce  for  Offic1al  Publications  of  the  European  Communities 
Office  des  publications  officielles  des  Communautes  europeennes  ·  Ufficio  delle  pubblicazioni  ufficiali  delle  Comunita  europee  · 
Bureau  voor  officiele  publikat1es  der  Europese  Gemeenschappen 
L-2985  Luxembourg  - 5,  rue  du  Commerce  Boite  postale  1003  ·  Tel  49  00  81 BFR250  DKR48  DM15,60  DRA370  FF36  IRL4.20  LIT7300  HFL 17  UKL3.40  USDB 
0  OFFICE  FOR  OFFICIAL PUBLICATIONS 
OF  THE  EUROPEAN  COMMUNITIES 
Boite postale 1003 - Luxembourg 
ISBN 92-825-2181-8 
Catalogue number  CB-NA-80-074-EN-C 